
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 107 163 HE 006 398

AUTHOR Barak, Robert J.
TITLE A Survey of State-Level Academic Program Review

Policies and Procedures nor Higher Educaticn. Final
Report.

PUB DATE 1 Apr 75
NOTE 79p.; Not available in hard copy due to marginal

legibility of original document

EDRS PRICE MF-$O.76 HC Not Available from EDRS. PLUS POSTAGE
DESCRIPTORS Educational Programs; *Governance; *Higher Education;

Information Dissemination; Policy Formation; *Program
Evaluation; *State Agencies; *Statewide Planning

ABSTRACT
The role of statewide coordinating/governing agencies

in the program review and approval process has _grown steadily. It
would seem expedient for those involved in the process of state level
program review to share ideas, experiences, and concepts of the
review process in order to better understand *he process itself and
to explore possibilities for further development and refinement of
their own agencies' procedures. This survey attempts to facilitate
the information exchange by the various state agencies in this
important area. In January 1975 requests were made to the 50 state
coordinating agencies which are members of the State Higher Education
Executive Officers (SHEEO) organization for copies of their policies
and procedures for program review. For the purpose of analysis, the
review procedures utilized by the various states have been divided
into two major sections: (1) review of new and expanded programs and
(2) the review of existing programs. (Author/KL)



N)

A SURVEY OF STATE - LEVEL ACADEMIC PROGRAM

REVIEW
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR HICHER EDUCATION

Final Report

April 1, 1975

U S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EDUCATION &WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION
00(uv1 ry "AS OF pPo

DIKED I XA( It Y 41 Cl ,JI-C) tz0JV

THE- Pt 4040N 040 04(.:4111 :A40404401P1
A01.(4 P0041 04 ,i(44, OPINIONS
,,.Afro 00 1101 NI ES .:41t Y 441141
S( re 04 A. 104 00.1 .1,/rt

00 4.11011 0,4 OP ',)L ICY

by

Robert J. Barak
Director of Research & Information

Iowa State Board of Regents
Grimes State Office Building

Des Moines, Iowa 50319

(r,
AVAILABLE



FORMORD

A recent report entitled the States and 6raduate' Education by a

Task Force on Graduate Education of the Education Cotmni:,:.ion of the
Slates kFCS) noted that state level program review is in "an early
slate of tae art" and thaL..."it. will be important Lo exchan!Tideas
and concepts in order to e:Labli::h a procedure 'tor program reviewl

;

that is uniform for national comparisons and yet adaptable lo unique
statewide situations". While the need for national :,Landarth; may he
debatable there would seem to he considerable value in ,in exchange
of ideas and concepts regarding program review amon. the various
states. This report_ is intended to serve as a vellkle for the e-
change of ideas and concepts.
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A SURVEY AND ANALYSIS OF STATE-LEVEL PROGRAM REVIEW IN HIGHER EDUCATION

I. Introduction

It is perhaps axiomatic that few issues are more sensitive to higher
education than that of state-level program review and approval. The
idea that moutsiders", "state bureaucrats", or "representatives of a
political environment" might meddle in academic affairs probably tran-
scends all of the other administrative and coordinative issues relating
to statewide coordination of higher education. The principle of "peer
evaluation and review" in academe appears to be as well established ar
the skepticism of program review by almost anyone else outside Acadeiw.1

Despite these long entrenched institutional values favoring autonomy,
the role of statewide coordinating/governing agencies in the program
review and approval process has been growing steadily. The development
of the program review function has parallelled the development of the
agencies themselves. Like the agencies, the program review function
has emerged from relative obscurity to an important role in the co-
ordination and planning of higher education. Some degree of program
review was exercised by the early coordinating agencies primarily in
relation to the budgetary process. As the number LIEagimcies increased
and their role in the decision making process evolved from voluntary
through advisory then regulatory responsibilities, and in some instances,
to governing authority, the function of program review has become
commonplace. At the present: time about forty-four state agencies have
statutory responsibility for the review of academic programs. Eight of
these agencies have only authority to make recommendations regarding the
programs reviewed. The other thirty six agencies have actual approval
responsibility. In addition to these states with statutory responsibility,
several other agencies conduct reviews a a matter of agency policy.

That this function should'increasingly fall upon the coordinating
agencies is based on the conclusions apparently reached in many states
"that neither the organs of state government nor the institutions of
higher education are capable of conducting finely balanced assessments
involved in program review, the former because the issues are too complex
for non-professionals to handle and the latter because their own self-
interest often inhibits their objectivity".2

Given this growth in the responsibilities of state-wide coordinating
agencies for program review, it is perhaps inevitable that considerable
interest will be drawn to this area from both within and outside of the
educational community. It would seem expedient for those involved in
the process of state level program review to share ideas, experiences
and concepts of the review process in order to better understand the
process itself and to explore possibilities for further development and
refinement of their own agencies' procedures. It is hoped that this
survey will be instrumental in the facilitation of information exchange
by the various state agencies in this important area.

5



In January, 1975 requests were made to the liftv state coordinating
agencies which are members of the State Higher EdutaLion Executive
Officers tS1IEE0) organization for copies of their policies and pro-
cedures for program review. A follow-up letter was later sent to
states which had not responded to the initial request. All total
torty responses were received from the SHEEO agencies. In addition
to those agencies providing the requested information, eight agency,:,
indicated that they had no procedures for program review or were in the
process of developing such procedures and could not respond to our re-
quest at this time.

A preliminary analysis of the survey shows that while the program
review function has not greatly changed in the major criteria utilized
(i.e., need, consistency with mission, cost, resources) the required
documentation has steadily become more comprehensive and skinisticaLed.
fur the purposes of analysis the review procedures utilized by the
various states have been divided into two major sections: (1) Review
of new and expanded programs; and (2) the review of existing programs.
This divisLon his been chosen primarily because of important dilltrences
between tale two and the more sensitive nature 01 the latter.

bBerdahl 3
and (:Jenny (et. al.)' have identified three key aspects of

program review: (1) the determination of the programs to be reviewed;
(2) the criteria to be used in judging these programs; and (3) the
mechanism or process of review. These same three aspects will be
analyzed here with respect to both new and visting programs.--

TI. Review of Cew and Expanded Programs

A. Programs to be Reviewed
43

Most of the procedures adopted by the various states begin with a defini-
tion of the programs to be reviewed. These definitions generally set
the parameters of the review process with respect to a given agency and
are usually based upon the agencies legal authority in this area.

The following definitions are typical of the definition statements:

Example #1 (Rhode Island)

"Reasonable and moderate extensions or alterations of
existing programs do not require board approval, but
should come to the attention of the board as an informa-
tion item. The following programs are subject to review
by the Board of Regents:

1. Any new program of instruction, excluding
individual courses.

2. The proposal for any new department, division,
school or college.

3. Any operation funded from external sources requiring
a commitment of state resources which offers a pro-
gram of instruction that requires an excess of
$200,000 in external funds and/or which entails a
time commitment of longer than two yars."

6
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Example #2 (Arkansas)

"The Act established that Programs to be evaluated by
the hoard should include:

,..establishment of a college, school, division, institute,
department, new curricular or majors leading to a new degree
program, extension service, or other unit not presently
included in the program of the institution. The term does
not include reasonable and moderate extensions as defined
by the board, of existing curricular, research or public
service programs which have a direct relationship to
existing programs ...."

Example #3 (Tennessee)

1. "All new academic programs should be submitted to the
Commission for review. A new program is considered to
be a new major which leads to a certificate or degree
at a level or in a field not hitherto offered by the
institution. A new program may involve the addition of
courses to a curriculum, or it may consist entirely of
existing courses packaged in a manner which constitutes a
new major. If an institution desires merely to add an
additional option or area of emphasis within an existing
major and certificate or degree, this would not require
commission action. New credit certificate programs should
be approved by the commission. Normally, a certificate pro-
gram which requires approval is one which requires completion
of a prescribed set of degree credit courses. The awarding of
a certificate for continuing education or non-college credit
work does not require commission action.

2. All new degrees should be submitted for review and action
by the Commission. If in institution de:Ares to change the
type of degree or certificate which it offers, or add anot'ier
degree or certificate at the same level currently offered,
for an existing major, this should be submitted to the
Commission for review. For example, if institution A offers
a Master of Science degree in Accounting and also desires
to award a Master of Business Administration degree in
Accounting, then institution A should seek the approval of
the Commission.

3. Changes in existing programs or titles should he submitted
for action if the change represents a significant variation
in the curricular program. For example, if Institution B
offers a Bachelor' of Science in Botany and a Bachelor of
Science in Zoology and desires to consolidate them into a
Bachelor of Science in General Biology, then 'Institution B
should request the approval of the Commission. Changes of
a less substantial nature which do not materially affect the
nature of the program need not he submitted for the Conmassion's
action, but should be reported to the Commission for informa-
tion only. When an institution discontinues a program or
degree or certificate, the Commission should be informed of
this, but action by the Commission is not requiled.

7
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Example #4 (Virginia)

"For the purpose of evaluation, a degree program is defined
as an area of specialization (major) for which recognition
is intended to be given by the conferring of a degree. The
following factors will be Laken into consideration in identify-
ing a degree program:

1. Program Nomenclature: The title by which the
area of specialization is identified.

2. Program Classification Code: The code number
under which degrees conferred are reported on the
1%S.O.E. REGIS Survey, Form 2300-2.1.

3. Degree Level: The levels of the degree awarded...."

Example #5 (Washington)

"Program: A series of prescribed courses, research seminars
and other related activities in a major field of concentra-
tion which results in the awarding of a degree. When 'program'
is referred to in subsequent documents concerning the under-
graduate level, the term shall apply to only "those programs
which require a substantial adjustment of staff and resources."

B. Criteiia for Review (Sec Figure One)

Seven major criteria commonly included in the program review procedures
of the various state coordinating agencies can be identified. These
seven common criteria are 1) Program description; 2) purposes and
objectives; 3) need analysis; 4) cost analysis; 5) resource analysis;
6) program accreditation; and 7) availability of adequate student financial
aid. (Note: The degree of specificity of the required response to each
component varies considerably between the states.)

1. Program Description. Usually the first required criteria of program
review is a description of the progrrm oeing proposed. This could range
from a simple catalog-type statement to a comprehensive, well-documented
report including the entire proposed and related curriculum, prerequisites,
credits, method of instruction, degree(s) to he granted and courses taught
by related departments.

2. Purposes and Objectives. While the degree of detail required in this
area varies, it generally consists of a statement of what the proposed
program is intended to achieve and the degree of consistency with the
institutional (or other unit) mission and the state master plan (if one
exists).

3. Need Analysis. This section in most states is a justification for
the proposed program generally concerned with: the need for the program
at the institution and within the state; the demand or student interest
in the program; the likely projected enrollment; the relationship to
manpower needs; the opportunities for employment; the likelihood of un-
necessary duplication with similar programs at other public or private
institutions within the state and attempts to establish cooperative
arrangements with other institutions. 8
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4. Cost Analysis. This section generally ostabli:.hes UK direct.,
indirect, incremental and reallocated costs, ol the proposed program ior
a given period of years rangin:; irom Lwo to six y,,trs and the source(s)
from which funding is anticipated.

5. Resource Analysis. The word "resource" is t :ed here in Lhe broad
sense to inclnd,, all the ne2essary resottret : lumen of ett,rwi, that
are needed to support tilt proposed program. Some state agt 11< ies rt -
quest a complete faculty vitae whil other:, are concerned 1,t.ly wit't the
number of individuals involved (e.g., Pft, (tadnate Assisi:ants, support
staff). A number of states requirt informal:Loa on equLpment, library
resources rind facilities. Several states r.quire :-pecitie information
on the administrative' requirements of ta,. proposed Prornm-

o. Accreditation. The accreditation requirement can rand (rum a
simple statement regarding who, if anyone, accredits the proposed
program(s) to a detailed listing of the accreditation requirements,
the present accreditation status (in the ease of related or expanded
programs); wIlat. resources or commitment is needed in order to achieve
accreditation; and a timetable for meeting the various requirements.
A few states also require that programs meet standards of quality such
as the guidelines of the National Graduate Council.

7. Financial Aid. A few states re4uire evidence of the availability
of adequate financial aid for students primarily in graduate programs.

Use of Formulas

In some states, these various components require Lhe application of
specific formulas. Missouri, for example, makes specific reference to
the "Clapp-Jordan formula" for determining institutional surpluses or
deficiencies in library holdings and doctoral faculty Leaching loads
"not exceeding two or three courses per Lerm". Ln other states, only
general st.Itemeat is requested in respois, to these various components

although the institutions eLmid cow iovah .1,0+d 11:; Lng it.nu11,L$
their own choosiag.

C. Mechanism of Review

There seems to be an almost limitless number of alternate mechanisms and
processes for reviewing programs. These mechanisms range from simple
single-step procedures (institution to the board) to elaborate multi-
phase arrangements which may be intimately related to the entire state-
wide master planning process. While there is no consensus as to Lhe
componer,: Jf the review process, a typical approach might look like
the following:

1. Intra-institutional Approval

a) Originating unit identified a need

b) Feasibility of the program is studied

c) Proposal is developed

13
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d) Proposal is presented to curriculum committee

A Proposal is recommended by commirti.t. to tile tdministrioo

f) Administration reviews, proposal

g) administration submits proposal to institutional board (it air )

._. Inter-institutional Approval

a) Institutional administration submits the proposal to an
inter - institutional committee (or to the coordinating staff
which may refer iL to an inter-insLit to.oual ((mmitto,'.

b) Committee reviews and makes recommendations kither to th,
coordinating agency staff or directly to the boad.

3. Coordinating Agency Staff Review

a) in a number of states the institutions are required to submit
a "letter of intent" to the coordinating agency aL etrly
stage of the program development process.

b) In a number of states outside consultants review the proposal
and make recommendations (they are usually selected jointly
by the board staff and the institution).

c) Coordinating agency staff reviews the proposals and Lhe
process it has followed, primarily for procedural verifica-
tion, and prepare a recommendation for the board.

4. Coordinating Board Review

a) The coordinating hoard reviews the recommendations of:
1) the inter-institutional committee; 2) constiliauts (if any)
add ) the board staff.

b) The coordinating board approves or disapproves (recommends
or not recommends) the program.

5. Post Approval Process

a) In a few states, there, is a post-evaluation of Lhe program
after so many years or after one full program cycle has
been completed. In states where there is a post -evaluaLion
process the criteria of evaluation was generally determined
by the institution proposing the program as a part of the
approval process.

b) In a few states, such as Idaho, the review process is divided
into two phases. Phase I data is for plannitw, purposes.
After a careful review of this phase by Lhe division of
Postsecondary Education Curriculum Plannin, of the Of lice
of the' State Board of Education and fly Academic Vice
Presidents' Curriculum Committee, the institution may
present the Phase 1 plan to Lhe Stale Board of Education
for approval. 14



If the State Board of Education (Idaho) approves the Phase I

plan, the institution may proceed with the inure de Lai led
Phase II guidelines. The Phase 11 proposal 1.: reviewed
by the Curriculum Committee , The President:;' t :ouueii and

the' Division of Curriculum Planning before submission to
the State Board of Education. Approval by the Board of
Phase II would signify approval of the proposed program.
Approval of Phase' I does not necessarily insure approval
of Phase II.

Georgia utilizes a similar process for graduate programs
which is divided into three stages: 1) exploratory
discussions; 2) preliminary planning and evaluation; and
1) preparation and processing of the linal
These various phases are probably indicativ( the' need

for some information at an.earlier stage for purposes of
planning and to conserve efforts in program development
until those efforts are warranted on the basis of pre-
liminary program approval.

Time Frame for Approval

The length of time required in the approval process varies in length
from several weeks to several years. Exhibits 1 and 2 bhou WO examples
of the program proposal and review process. In some states such as
Louisiana, Maryland and Virginia the occasions when programs can be
submitted for review are specific (e.g., December 1, for approval of
the coordinating board by July or in other states specific months such
as May, October and December). In other states no specific board
meeting has been designated for program approval making it possible for
the institutions to submit proposals at any time. In some states the
time allowed for agency review is so short as to make a comprehensive
review almost impossible. On the other hand in some states the process
is so long as to seem inhibitive. The short period of staff review
is offset somewhat if it occurs in a state which also requires a "letter
of intent" or "advance notice". The "letter of intent" is generally
required to be submitted during the initial planning ': ;Lagos at the
institutions, thus providing 1110' coordinating agency with some advance
notice for planning and review purposes. States using letters of
intent include Maryland, North Carolina and Virginia.

Inter-Institutional Committee Review

Most states which utilize the program review process for new programs
have some kind of an inftx-institutional committee or council, which
reviews proposed programs at some stage of the review process. This
committee typically consists of the academic officer~ of the institutions,
and in a few instances cosists of various mixes of faculty (e.g., Louisiana),
institutional presidents (e.g., Kentucky), board members (1.e, South Carolina,
Mississippi, Maryland have standing board member Lommittees) and co-
ordinating agency staff. There WAS no tTocifit. meat ion of stodonl
membership on any of these inter - institutional review committees.
In some Lases the inter-institolionnl comnillo report:: di roily
to the coordinating board, in ethers I Lti nut ion!,, arc :lohroll,i1

1'6
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to the agency staff. The group used by Kansas. :.ince 1909 10 I, n i, u

grams is perhaps typical of many. IL consists 01 t Conu.il e chi'
Academie Officers (CUCAO) tram each institution. (Who. stat(., which
utilize this approach include Alabama, lonisiana, Minnesota and North
Carolina.

Cousultaw.s

The use of outside consultants is a review mechanism utilized in at
least nine states. In some states the institutions hire their own
consultants during the institutional phase of program initiation. In
other states the consultants are selected by an inter-institutional
cmmnittee or the coordinating agency staff. The remainin, nLates wh
utilize eonsult:rnts use some kind of combination of the 00-,. group:,
select the consultants. In most cases the names of the consultants a,,e

their recommendations are provided for the information of the coordinaLiw;
board at the time it Lakes final action on a proposed program. Kentucky
and Tennessee appear to make extensive use of consultants in graduate'
programs.

Dispostion by the Coordinating Board

In most states the coordinating hoard simply approves or disapproves
the program (or recommends or does not recomnicA it as appropriate to
the agency's authority) . In a few states the agency may take some
intermediate step giving tentative approval or approval with conditions.
Other options include referring it back for further study or tabling
the proposal for a period of time. In some cases where a program has
not been approved, it may be re-submitted after a specified period of
time.

Post-Approval Audit

In ten states there is some kind of a post approval review and evaluation
process. In at least one state all approvals are tentative until after
the post-audit. In some states the institution proposing the program
provides the criteria for post-audit evaluation at the time the program
is submitted. In other states there dn.' prescribed criteria that each
program must meet after a given period of time. 'hue exact period of
time in which the post-audit evaluation is conducted varies. In some'
cases it is a specified number of years based on the program level
(i.e., Bachelors, Masters, Doctors). In others it is conducted after
the completion of the first full cycle of the program. Illinois uses
outside consultants in its post evaluation as well as the criteria and
methods of evaluation which were submitted when the program was initiallyproposed.

III. Review of Existing Programs

A recent task force on statewide planning established by the Education
Commission of the States noted that "during the decade of the '60s, the
process of discontinuing programs in higher education at the' statewide
level occurred rarely, if at all".5 Future enrollment projections however
clearly suggest the possibility in the future of "considerable consolida-
tion, reorganization and curtailment" according to the task force reporL.6

1.6
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The report goes on to suggest that there must be a diffelent lia

phasing ouL or reorgani:Ang existing program than Ased for the
review of new programs. The following, 1JcLors :hoald be ioin,idered
according Lo this report: "1) the number of graduates from the program
in each of the last five years; 2) the number 01 students enrolled in
Lho program (eats) and dropout rates); 3) the size of classes tad the
cost of courses identi fiL d as integral r lenient the progi till; 1.) Lost_

per program ,',radiate; 5) tacult\ workload; o) program quality as re-
flected by its regional or nat;.onal reputation, faculty qualilications

and level of position achievei. by graduates of the program; /) total
production of a program's graduates front all institutions of the state,
region and/or nation; 8) the economics and improvements in quality to
be at Moved by consolidation and/or elimination o I the pliytam; 9) geaeril
stud..nt. interest and demand trends for the program; and HO the ap-
propriateness of the program to a changed institutional 1 o r missice .

Figure two is attempt Lo determine which of Inc Len lac tors suggested
in the' ECS report are ac Loa lL i ug ut i li.zed by the vari0uS ;;t. ate agent' i
for the review 01 exist pro -Jums. Lomp.n i son provide some hie,
as to the various procedures used. However, iL also leave out otocr
factors and proLcdures whiLh desere cont,ideration. In older to prmide
some information on these other lac:tors, each of tin proccdtire:, used it the
various states has been summarized below d briel overview.

Programs to be Eeviewe(t

As a cover letter from one agency stated,"Can 300 disciplinary areas
in the system (not including all degree levels) be evaluated effectively
and efficiently ?" The response from the states actually reviewing
existing programs would seem to be an overwhelming "No". All the stater
employ some kind of a screening mechanism, either arbitrary of

which delineates the programs subject, to extensive review. In Sonlh
Carolina the screening device was "a very simple test of low avetage
annual degree production".

West Virginia utilizes a more elaborate :,ysLem of review which requires
forced choices into three categoric: lor each of titre( variables. Sixty
percent of the programs are regarded af; nt rural l on any :;iv' n variable.
'iwenty percent. are placed on either side of the normal range. The
variables to he considered are cost, iosLituLional priority, quality
and output. Each institution has its own method for establishing the
scale and determing the values that are assigned to each of Lhe:;(2

variables. Using this procedure each institution selects the' programs
that should he studied in greater depth.

Only a few slates, such as Wisconsin, have attempted a comprehew,ive
review of all programs and this was done in stages by degree level, be-
ginning with graduate programs. In Wisconsin, the review of master's
and specialist programs began in 1972 and was, completed in .lnuary,
The review of doctoral programs and undergraduate programs is, currently
underway.
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Criteria for Review

The criteria for review of existing programs are primarily quantitatively
oriented in both the "screening process" and in the extensive review of
the programs identified by the " screening process". The qualitative
component, if it exists in the procedures, is gelerally the responsibility
of the institutions. For example, the Virginia Council for Higher
Education refers to its program review as the "Quantitative Evaluation
of Degree Frograms" and states that "the institutions themselves bear

primary responsiblity for the continuous evaluation of the quality of
their curricula".

This is not to say that the quality of programs is not taken into con-
sideration. New Jersey's procedures and standards of jud.mont which
govern their review are described in a document entitled "Uevoloning
and Strengthening Graduate Programs in New Jersey State Colleges" which
is based largely on the qualitiative standards developed by the National
Graduate Council. In the case of New Jersey compliance with these
standards is largely determined by outside consultants who have been
jointly chosen by the institutions and the Department of Higher Education.
New York has also used consultants in this way.

In terms of other criteria, the components identified earlier in this
report in the review of new programs are also used in the review of
existing programs. In Wisconsin, for example, the major criteria examined
include: a description of the program, program objectives, need, student
demand, faculty-staff, curriculum, resources, facilities, finances and
accreditation, the same general areas reviewed with regard to new programs.

Mechanism of Review

The process of review, as mentioned earlier, generally consists of two
phases. The first phase is usually a screening process used to identify
programs which are of questionable need, productivity, quality or other
criteria. The second phase is the extensive review of the programs
identified in Phase One. The extensive review is then studied by either
the agency staff or by some inter-institutional committee. In some
states the results of the review are merely made known to the agency,
the legislature, the governor, etc., and the elimination of low quality,
low productive programs is a voluntary one taken by the institution
with the questionable program. In other states, generally those with
governing and regulatory boards, the board itself makes the decision to
terminate a given program.
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D. Summary of Procedures for Review of Existing Programs

Unwaii (University of Hawaii)

The University of Hawaii utilizes the same basic format for the review
of both new and existing programs. Established programs are, by Board
of Regents policy, reviewed in-depth every fifth year. Each campus is
responsible for developing a program review schedule with annual up-
dates. Each review covers, 1) program developments during the past five
years, and 2) plans for the following six years on each applicable item
provided in the system-wid guidelines. Reviews of paiticular programs
may be undertaken at any time deemed necessary by the faculty, admini::-
tration or board.

Processing Procedures. Reviews flow from the department, division,
institute or an equivalent unit chairman; to the college provost, dean
to the graduate division; to the chancellors (vice presidents for
community colleges); to the university president for review and sub-
mission to the chairman of the Board of Regents for review by appropriate
committees and for scheduling for formal action by the Board of Regents.

Primary responsibility for setting program priorities, developing new
program proposals and evaluating existing programs, rests with the
faculty, students and administrators at each campus within the university
system. Within the broad system-wide policies and procedures each campus
formulates procedures for the review of new program proposals and
for the continuous review of established programs.

System-wide Guidelines

Introductory Summary Statement

This statement should be as concise as possible, i.e., about three
pages giving an abstract of accomplishments and of plans for the next
six year period. It should include a summary of accomplishments and
plans; specific objectives and need; relationship to system-wide,
campus, and departmental objectives and plans; relationship to other
programs within the system; actual and/or estimated enrollments
(number and ratio -- state, foreign, mainland); job placements and
job market supply and demand (numbers -- state, foreign, mainland);
actual and/or estimated annual operating costs and specific funding
needs by year, e.g., total cost, FIT/student cost, per student credit
hour cost; revenue sources by years; CIP requirements; alternative
plans if funding expectations are not realized; arguments for and
against having the program at this University; and results of completed
adademic and other reviews.

Details and Analysis

This section provides guidelines for instructional programs and should
be modified as appropriate for research and public service programs.
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Hawaii (Cont..)

A. Objectives:

1. What program accomplishes or achieves.

2. Relationship to system-wide, campus, college, and departmental/
division/institute objective and plans.

3. Relationship to similar or related system-wide programs and
fields of study, and acceptability for credits by other units.
Justification for having a separate program.

4. Historical development of the field and development of depart-
mental/divisional/institute strength.

5. Need for program including state, national and inurnational
aspects.

6. Specific justification for the program at the University of
Hawaii. Other institutions with such a program.

B. Target Group:

1. Enrollments of student majors (not course registrations) by
levels and concentrations.

2. Origin of student majors by percentage (state, mainland, foreign).

3. Service to student non-majors by programs, courses, and student
credit hours.

4. Other distinguishing characteristics, e.g., economically
disadvantaged.

C. Program Elements:

1. Prerequisites for admission, e.g., course or degree and foreign
language requirements.

2. Options available (Masters A, B, and C.)

3. Principal methods of instruction.

4. Required and recommended courses (relationship to program
objectives).

5. Special requirements over and above regular minimum requirements
of related programs.

6. Relationship and impact of current programs to proposed;
relationship of vocational to undergraduate, of undergraduate
to graduate, and of master's and doctoral programs.

7. Student credit hours, by levels, required to complete the
program.
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11.twaii (cont.)

S. Student credit hours of instruction provided by levels,

9. Specific fields of emphasis or concentration.

10. Sample programs if there is flexibility in offerings.

11. Examinations -- performance, written, and oral -- sequence and

estimated time involved.

12. Expected end of program outcomes, competencies of students,
thesis and/or dissertation.

D. Courses:

1. Current, proposed, and projected courses with prerequisites
and instructors.

2. Relationship of courses to program specifically indicating
which provide background for any concentration.

3. Plans for modifications of courses including consolidations,
additions, and deletions.

4. Relationship between undergraduate and graduate course
sequences.

E. Pleasures of Program Effectiveness:

1. Average length of time full-time students complete program
requirements.

2. Percentage of students that complete the program annually.

3. Professional examination or other requirements for employment,
e.g., percentage goal of graduates co pass professional
examinations and percentage goal of placement of graduates in
the field.

4. Types and results of accreditation revLews.

5. Criteria, results and plans on evaluation of faculty.

6. Results and plans on student counseling and advising, i.e.,
faculty role.

F. Discussion on Alternatives:

I. Alternative means to meet objectives and needs, advantages
and disadvantages, and unit and total rosts.

2. Specific reasons this program considered the best alternative.
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G. Personnel Requirements:

flAwaii (cont.)

1. Faculty, including pending appointments -- names, ranks, position
count, professional qualifications, and total publications.
(For graduate programs, include experience faculty have had
guiding theses and/or dissertations sample of theses and/or
dissertations for which faculty served as chairman, and
master's and doctoral theses completed.)

2. Relationship of faculty qualifications to program objectives.

3. Past and current rlsitions, position counts, and costs of
administrative, faculty, graduate assistant, lecturer, and
support personnel.

4. Proposed new positions, position counts, and costs for ad-
ministrative, faculty, graduate assistant, lecturer, and
support personnel over the ncxt six years.

5. Current and planned faculty mix by rank. Overall average
faculty salaries.

6. Tenuring plans for faculty, i.e., categories and percentages
by rank.

7. Past experience and plans for providing faculty with additional
compensation besides regular compensation.

8. Current and proposed faculty work assignment guidelines, e.g.,
minimum and average class sizes, student/faculty ratios,
minimum and average weekly instructional contact hours,
minimum and average semester credit hours, levels of courses
to be taught concurrently, Lon-compensated research and public
service expectations in average hours per week, products or
services, and publishing or exhibiting results.

9. If no funds being requested, source of faculty and support
resources.

10. Shared or split appointments of faculty and staff with other
programs or activities.

11. If graduate program, impact upon undergraduate instruction,
i.e., type and student credit hours of undergraduate courses
to be taken.

12. Faculty development program and plans.

H. Financial Requirements Other Than Capital Costs:

1. Costs for:

a. Supplies and other current type expenses.
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Hawaii (( ant.)

b. Equipment -- include a list of available equipment and
required additions.

c. Campus services.

d. Building operations and maintenance.

e. Student services

f. Computer services

g. Libraries -- include list of journals with dates, current
holdings, and required additions -- note consultation with
Library.

2. If no additional costs projected, source of required resources.

3. Shared resources with other program or activities.

I. Student Costs:

Excluding CIP, actual and estimated cost per student credit hour,
per FTE student major by level of instruction, per graduate.
Comparison with other similar programs within the System.

J. Capital Improvements (CIP):

1. Additional space or facilities required, specific program
justification, estimated costs, and desired time schedule.

2. If no additional CIP, amount, source, and justification for
required additional space or facilities, including alterations
or renovations, estimated costs, and desired time schedule.

3. Plans to accommodate activities to be displaced from existing
space or facilities.

4. Shared space and facilities.

5. Present and projected library facilities for the program --
note consultation with Library.

K. Program Funding:

1. Types, amounts, and source, legal reference or authorization
for each type of program funding, i.e., general, federal,
special, foundation.

2. Plans if non-state funding decreases.

L. Further Considerations:

1. Special problems or expected developments.

2. Other significant issues.
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Wisconsin (University of Wisconsin)

The University of Wisconsin has conducted (or is conducting) a comprehensive
audit and review of all existing academic programs. The masters and special-
ist program audit and review was completed in January, 1974. At that time
the review of doctoral programs was delegated to University of Wisconsin-
Madison and University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. An undergraduate review has
now been initiated. The following statements about the review process
arc based on the process established for the review of undergraduate
programs but is generally consistent with that developed for programs at
other degree levels within the UW system.

In delegating the task of audit and review to the institutions, the central
administration seeks to recognize fully that the health of the academic
offerings of each institution is a primary responsibility of its faculty.
For this reason, each institution was asked to develop those procedures
which it judges best adapted to its form of governance, and most likely
to accomplish the goals established. The involvement of the central ad-
ministration in the process will be limited to: _a) the distribution of
the general guidelines; b) the verification of the fact that the process
and procedures undertaken by the institutions meet the expectations of the
guidelines; and c)'the receiving of campus reports to the end that the
consequences of the process can be made known to the Regents, and that
the effective practice developed by one institution can be communivated to
others.

Definitions and Goals

The general intention of audit and review of established undergraduate
and extension programs Is that of enabling institutions of the System to
provide for students the most effective range of academic offerings
possible within their available resources. Within this general intention,
certain specific purposes need to be highlighted:

(a) The establishment in each institution of a method or methods for
Sr id2ntifying from the total spectrum of programs those which should

receive thorough review by the faculty and institution in a particular
period of time. One of the methods which should be used for such
identification is that of audit. An audit is the examination of each
academic program in terms of a limited number of readily quantifiable
indicators of the condition of the program.

(b) The establishment in each institution of a procedure for reviewing
in depth the condition of any program identified for such intensive

reexamination. The review is a judgmental process which uses information
provided in the audit, plus additional relevant infonnation or analysis,
to reach a judgment concerning what steps, if any, should be taken relative
to the program receiving -eview. Decisions to strengthen, consolidate,
reorganize, or phase out a given program could bo logical consequences
of an intensive review.
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Wisconsin (cont.)

(c) Developing through (a) and (b) an on-going process of audit and re-
view at the institutional level which assures that each institution,

as part of its continuing responsibilities, has in operation procedures
which will assure continuing audit and review of established programs,
identification of problems, and deliberations leading to decisions as
to how these problems may be met.

Of the three specific purposes identified, the last, (c), is the one
having the most important consequences. The specific audit and review
process now undertaken should lead deliberately to establishment of an
on-going process at each institution, including establishment of the
criteria and procedures.

Audit Procedures

Emphasis should be given to the fact that an audit does not create a
presumption that the programs selected for intensive analysis are in fact
in trouble or headed for trouble. The indicators used for audit purposes
may suggest this, but more intensive analysis may lead to a quite
different judgment.

Emphasis should also be given to the fact that an audit process should
not be the exclusive means of identifying programs which should be
given a more intensive analysis. For a variety of judgmental reasons,
administrators or planning committees for a particular institution
might ask for more intensive review of a program which had not been
selected through the audit process. For example, the anticipated
retirement or departure of key faculty members in a given program
might create a presumption that review of the program should be under-
taken prior to restaffing; or a regularly scheduled site visit by an
accreditation team might catalyze an institutional audit and review of
a program in conjunction with the preparation of documents for the
visitors; or planning studies concerning the minimum staffing which
should be maintained for the essential programs of an institution
might generate need for review of particular programs; or recommendations
from system-wide or institutional task forces on curriculum changes
could also generate need for program review. The point to be made is
that an audit procedure will support an on-going process of review, but
is not the exclusive means of generating reviews.

The specific purpose for establishing an audit procedure is to make use
of a few accessible and objective indicators to single out programs
that may need special attention. Once such indicators have been identified,
it becomes relatively easy for an institution to select the set of programs
needing more intensive analysis. In this sense, an effective audit
procedure makes possible the identification of those programs which
should receive immediate attention.

Audit Indicators

The following indicators are among those variously identified as potentially
useful for purposes of an audit of an undergraduate program:
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Wisconsin (cont.)

(a) A five-year history of numbers of majors, numbers of graduates,
numbers of FTE students taught, and numbers of faculty relative

to majors and FTE students.

: (b) Class size and student distribution by level.

(c) Cost per student credit hour of instruction.

(d) Comparison of data concerning a given program with data for the
department offering the program as a whole; with other programs

offered by the department; or with other programs in the division
within which the program appears.

(e) As available, information on persistence of students within the
program; student satisfaction with the program; and experience

of graduates from the program.

It is understood that each institution will establish criteria to
be used in auditing, as well as the procedure by which infonnation
gathered in the audit is used to select programs to receive additional
study. University Extension and the Center System will need to develop
indicators appropriate to their programs.

Review Procedures

Intensive analysis of programs selected through audit or identified
by other means will be carried out by the institution, using procedures
which they find most suited to their faculty and administrative
structures. This will normally involve a thorough study of the program
at the departmental or other appropriate level with a report on its
status to the institutional committees conducting the review. The
format for such a report should be ACTS -1, Format #4 (see Appendix A),
modified by the instituion, if nece4sary, to best meet specific
institutional program review needs.

Institutions Adentifying a large number of programs for review ns a
result of an initial comprehensive audit may find it necessary to
have intervening procedures which select only a portion of these
programs for immediate review. Such procedures may include preliminary
discussion of audit data with the department or the introduction of
additional information by the department which would materially affect
the significance of the audit data. Those programs which continued
to indicate problems would receive highest priority for review.

The institutions shall specify the procedures by which programs will
be reviewed and the criteria upon which judgments will be reached.
This will be followed by the notification of subsequent actions; which
will be taken relative to the programs reviewed.
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Reporting

Wisconsin (cont.)

By February 1, 1975 each institution shall report to Central Administration,
Academic Affairs, its plans for undergraduate or extension program audit
and review, including a statement of the criteria to be used in audit, the
process to be followed in selecting programs for review, and the procedures
and decision-making process to follow program review.

By June 1, 1975 each institution shall provide to Central Administration,
Academic Affairs, either an interim or final report on its undergraduate
or extension program audit and review. If the report is interim in
nature, each institution should specify its timetable for completing the
initial cycle of audit and review. The June 1 report should also include
a description of the "on-going process of audit and review" developed
by the institution. Academic Affairs will summarize these interim or
final reports in an information report to the July, 1975 meeting of
the Board of Regents.

Institutions projecting completion of the current cycle of audit and
review in 1975-76 should provide a final report at the completion date
specified in their interim report. Academic Affairs will provide the
Regents with summaries of these final reports as they become due.

Graduate Audit and Review

As previously indicated, the doctoral audit and review was delegated
to the UW-Milwaukee and UW-Madison institutions in spring, 1974.

At the time of this delegation, the Graduate School of UW-Milwaukee
had established a continuous process for intensive review of all
graduate programs on a five-year cycle. As a result of this process,
all doctoral programs have either been the subject of or are presently
scheduled for review by the graduate faculties, using external examiners
in each case. A summary report on the UW-Milwaukee procedures, and
the determinations made to date on the basis of these procedures, is
appended as Appendix B.

The Graduate School of UW-Madison has initiated audit of all existing
doctoral programs for the purpose of identifying programs for which
complete review will be conducted over the next four years. A summary
report on the audit procedures, the factors considered, and the projected
annual schedule of the review process, is appended as Appendix C.

In the University Cluster, several graduate programs were identified
in the master's/specialist audit and review exercise conducted earlier
this year as requiring regional/consortial review. These regional/
consortial reviews will be conducted by the appropriate set of regional
campuses and their procedures, process and criteria will be submitted
to Central Administration, Academic Affairs, as soon as developed,
including the time schedule for review. The final report on this aspect
of the master's/specialist audit and review will be prepared for
the Board of Regents in July, 1975.
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ACADEMIC PROGRAM FORMAT #4

University of Wisconsin

REVIEW OF EXISTING ACADEMIC PROGRAM

I. DESCRIPTION

December, 1974

1.1 Exact Designation:

1.2 Department or Functional Equivalent: Department of
; or Functional Equivalent with members

representing Departments of

1.3 School, College or Functional Equivalent: School or College
of

; or Functional
Equivalent

1.4 Unit :, University of Wisconsin -

1.5 Current Area(s) of Concentration: Specify the current areas
of concentration in the program.

1.6 Program Changes Planned: What changes, if any, are planned
in the program during the next several years? (Be specific).

II. PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

2.1 Statement of Program Objectives: This program is designed
to accomplish the following objectives:

2.2 Relationship to Existing Unit Mission and Academic Plan:
Describe, including relationship to existing department(s)
or functional equivalent.

2.3 Closely Related Unit Programs and Areas of Strength: List
other closely related programs or areas of strength currently
offered or planned and describe the effect of this program
on them. How do related programs and strengths in other
academic areas support the proposed program?

2.4 Changes in Program Objectives: What changes, if any, have
occurred in program objectives within recent years?

2.5 Anticipated Changes in Program Objectives: What changes, if
any, in program objectives are being considered for the near
future?

III. NEED

3.1 Similar Programs Elsewhere in Wisconsin: List similar programs
and the names of institutions (public and private) offering
the same or a similar program.

3.2 Location of Nearby Similar Programs Outside of Wisconsin:
Names of institutions and locations.

This format will be modified as experience leads to higher levels of
sophistication and demonstrates a need for adapting to variations in
institutional and programmatic complexity.
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Wisconsin (cont.)

3.3 Relationship With Other Programs: Arc there precedents,
previously endorsed program plans, or major existing
curricula in a related area which bear on this program (Explain).

3.4 Justification for Program Continuation: Specify area, state,
or national need for graduates. Provide phicement data; in-
cluding, geographical distribution, job level, and occupational
title, for at least the previous 3 years. Cite any pertinent
studies or data.

3.5 Outside Interest in the Program: Identify interest on the
part of local groups, industry, research centers, other
educational institutions or state agencies. indicate the
nature of contacts made with these groups and tilt.: results of
these contacts.

IV. STUDENT DEMAND

4.1 Enrollment Statistics: Provide enrollment statistics for the
past four years along with present enrollment and enrollment
projections for the future. Indicate declared majors (degree
candidates) for levels IT, III, and IV for the past four years.

4.2 Anticipated Effect on Enrollment of a Similar Program: If a
similar program were authorized at another University of
Wisconsin Unit, what would be the anticipated effect on
program enrollment?

4.3 Degrees Granted: If a degree program, how many degrees have
been granted through the program during the prior 10 years?

4.4 Follow-UR and Student Placement: Provide as much information
as possible with respect to former students in the program
(placement information, continuing degree work, etc.)

4.5 Enrollment Capacity: What capacity does the program have
to'absorb additional enrollment without significant added
cost? Please indicate rationale.

4.6 Anticipated Changes: Provide information on anticipated
changes in program size. Give data to justify estimates
of growth or decline.

V. PERSONNEL (FACULTY-STAFF)

5.1 Faculty Who Are Direct Participants in the Program: Attach a
list of present departmental faculty who are involved in the
program, including date of appointment, present rank, highest
degree and granting institution, and other pertinent information.

5.2 Support or Advisory Faculty: List faculty, including those
in other than the sponsoring department, who are involved in
supporting or advisory roles.

5.3 Current Support Staff: Provide the number and position titles
of current support staff used in the program.

3 9
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Wisconsin (cont.)

5.4 Special Competencies of Existing Faculty: Indicate areas
of specialized competence as demonstrated by research or
prior experience.

5.5 Strengths or Specialties Not Existing in Presmt Faculty:
What strengths or specialties not possessed by current
faculty would be desirable to improve the program?

5.6 Anticipated Changes: What staff tosses or additions are
expected and how will they affect the program?

VI. CURRICULUM

6.1 Course Listing: List departmental courses for the program
in class sequence and give a sample course spread (including
non-departmental prerequisite and required courses) for an
appropriate period of time. If new courses are to be offered
in the next year, please include a separate list of such
courses. What courses have been deleted or substantially
updated in past five years?

6.2 Strengths/Unique Features: Describe any special departmental
strengths and/or unique features of the program.

6.3 Departmental Deficiencies and Planned Remedies: Describe
any departmental weaknesses or deficiencies, along with
plans for eliminating these (include expected timetable.)

6.4 Mediated Instruction (if any): Is any of the instruction
delivered via media? If so, please describe. If not, do
you plan to develop any instructional media? (Specify).

6.5 Interrelationships with other Curricula: What other programs
within the institution make use of instruction provided through
this program? Describe.

6.6 Anticipated Changes: Describe curricular changes planned for
the program which would affect its enrollment, staffing or costs.

VII. INFORMATIONAL RESOURCES/LIBRARIES

7.1 Library Resources: What are the special strengths in available
library resources as they relate to the current program? What
is the departmental library budget?

7.2 Special Resources: What, if any, special informational resources
(slides, tapes, etc.) are used in the program? Provide an
inventory.

7.3 Correcting Resource Deficiencies: If library or special
resources are insufficient, what plans have been made to
correct these deficiencies?

VIII. FACILITIES - EQUIPMENT 34
8.1 Current Facilities and Capital Equipment: List facilities such

as classrooms, laboratories and fixed movable equipment (over
$100 in value) currently available and used in the program.
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Wisconsin (cont.)

8.2 Needed Additional Facilities: What additional facilities,
if any, are needed in order to improve the quality of the
program being offered? List any such item!: proposed for the
next two biennia and provide a cost estimate for each biennium.

8.3 Needed Additional Equipment: What additional fixed and movable
equipment, if any, is needed in order to improve the quality
of the program being offered? List all items proposed for
the next two biennia and provide a cost estimate for each
biennium.

IX. FINANCE

9.1 Total Program Costs: Using the attached chart, calculate
the total costs for the program.

9.2 Percent Breakdown by Instruction/Research/Public Service:
Estimate the percentage of total program time in the areas
of instruction, research and public service.

9.3 Student Financial Aids: List financial aids available to
students in the form of scholarships, fellowships, etc.
and the sources of these aids. Include available dollar
amounts in the appropriate space on the attached chart.

X. ACCREDITATION

10.1 Accreditation Status: If accreditation has been attained
please provide name of accrediting agency, date accredited
and periodicity of accreditation. If not accredited,
outline plans for attaining it.
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West Virginia (Board of Regents)

The West Virginia Board of Regents last reviewed programs in 1972 and is
now in the process of reviewing all existing programs that have been in
operation a prescribed number of years plus new programs which need approval
for starting in 1975 and 1976.

According to Regents policy, programs are reviewed according to the following
schedule:

The review process will occur in two stages. The first stage will sort
programs into two categories: 1) those that need a more exLvilsive review;
and 2) those that do not. The second stage will be the more extensive
review. The first stage is scheduled to last about thirty to ninety days
and should be completed by May 1, 1975.

STAGE I

The variables to be considered are cost, institutional priority, quality
and output. It is recognized that each institution will have its own method
for establishing the scale and determining the values that are assigned to
each of these variables. In some cases, the procedures used are quite sub-
jective. In others, there is a greater attempt toward quantification.
Although there is no attempt to require uniform methods at separate institu-
tions, the board expects to receive background information on institutional
procedures for rating these variables.

The purpose of the initial stage of the review is best met by requiring
forced choices into three categories for each of these variables. Sixty
percent of the programs should be regarded as normal on any given variable.
Twenty percent should be placed on either side of the normal range. Funds
other than State-appropriated funds distributed on SCII basis may be a signifi-
cant factor in a program. In such cases, this should be noted and specifically
taken into account in the decision to request review or not. Using this in-
formation each institution will select the programs that should be studied
in greater depth in order to determine whether action to inititate or term-
inate is desirable. Also, the Director of Academic Affairs may place programs
on this list.

The number of programs which should be selected for in-depth review will
relate to the size and to the rate of change of the institution. The pro-
grams which are selected will, to a very real extent, control the nature
of the development for the institution during the next few years. Therefore,
it is critical that the review incorporate an analysis of faculty utilization
or needs for each program. This will require arbitrary distinctions between
faculty contribution to the program and faculty effort that is more properly
classified as service or general education. Although the estimates of FTE
faculty per program will be inexact, it is desirable to make a reasonable
effort to understand the relation between the program and the number of
FTE faculty required for its operation. When contemplated changes in the
size or quality of a program will cause a change in the number of faculty
required for the program, that change in number of faculty also should be
recorded in the institutional report3r1
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West Virginia (c(int.)

For purposes of this review, some institutions will deal with programs in
subgroups rather than attempting a comparison of all programs in the insti-
tution. An example of useful subgroups might be associate, baccalaureate,
master's and doctoral level degree programs. Another type of subgroup
might be by funding formula (i.e., nursing, engineering, etc.). in any
case, it may be useful to recognize that the definition of normal will vary
and that groupings should be selected to make comparisons in the most meaning-
ful and useful manner. Indeed, in some instances a group might consist of
a single program (law or nursing).

The attached Exhibit A gives a suggested format for summarizing information.

STAGE II. Program Review (Early Thinking About the Second Stage)

The second stage will begin immediately after identification of new programs
and programs requiring more intensive review. Hopefully, this will start
early in January.

The overall thrust of the second stage is to clarify the choices and to
relate these choices with theif consequences'. Program change, either
through evolution or through addition-deletion, is a necessary development
in the overall higher education system of West Virginia. At the institution
level, program change gives one of the clearest evidences of the institution's
relation to its mission in the State. Therefore, the decisions regarding
addition, deletion or change of programs will be a highly significant factor
in the development of each institution and the system as a whole during the
next two years.

The number of faculty in the total state system is a major determinant for
the number of areas where a program or programs can be offered. The greater
the number of faculty, the greater the number of distinct programs that can
be staffed. The converse also it; true. Therefore, the review will be tied
closely to the number of faculty which is expected in the system during the
next few years.

Through discussions with each institution plus analysis of budget and enroll-
ment data, a determination will be made regarding the number of faculty each
institution is likely to have during the next two years. Given this number,
each institution will be requested to answer the following questions about
new programs which are being requested and the old programs selected for
review.

1. What are the consequences associated with whether or not this
program is offered?

2. If it is offered, what changes are expected during the next two
years and what are the conditions for its continuation?

3. Relate the number of faculty expected for your institution to the
choices for adding or deleting programs.
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Louisiana (Board of Regents)

Effective January 1, 1975 the Louisiana Coordinating Council for Higher
Education became the Board of Regents. Previously, the Coordinating
Council was authorized to review existing programs and make recommendations
regarding them to the governing boards of the respective institutions.
This was done only in the case of graduate programs, in which some preliminary
work was done in the development of and application of evaluative criteria
for graduate education. The preliminary work is described below.

Preliminary Guidelines.

Pursuant to an assessment of existing graduate programs, the role of
graduate education must be fixed firmly in the minds of evaluators. The
accepted role is fourfold:

1. The education and development of skilled individuals;

2. The production of knowledge;

3. The preservation and transmission of knowledge;

4. The improvement of the quality of life.

Evaluation must proceed with care to demand excellence and accountability
at the same time protecting the role of graduate education.

The next step in the evaluation to date is to develop criteria based on the
experience of other states and agencies to present to the institutions, the
Academic Affairs Committee, and the Council for their consideration. Three
broad areas have been identified for examination; 1) productivity, 2)
quality, and 3) duplication. One criterion has been identified as useful
in each of these areas.

1. Productivity - At least six graduates in the past three years.
(Source: studies and evaluations in other states.)

2. Quality - At least five terminal degree holders on the faculty
of any department offering the doctorate, and at least four
terminal degree holders on the faculty of any department offering
the masters.

(Source: minimum recommendations of the National Council of
Graduate Schools re faculty preparation and numbers.)

3. Duplication - The number of programs which constitute duplication
may be dependent on the discipline involved. It is generally
accepted in studies in other states that, with the exception of
teacher education at the masters level, a graduate program should
serve a state (preferably regional) need and two programs constitute
duplication.
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Plans regarding a timetable may be ambitious, but it is hoped that
program information can be presented to the Academic Affairs Committee
in November for consideration of appropriateness of criteria, quanti-
tative data, and written justifications. Next, the institutions will
be called on agar' for additional information and justification as neces-
sary. And finally, an Academic Affairs Committee report with recommen-
dations will be offered at the Council in January.

Arizona (Board of Regents)

The Arizona Board of Regents do not have guidelines for the review of
existing academic programs. A set of guidelines which outline the
Arizona University System's plan for review of existing programs is in
the process of being developed. The information below has been abstracted
from some preliminary documents.

Preliminary Guidelines.

In the continuing responsibilities for long range planning, university
and staff peronnel were charged with "establishing basic criteria and
standards under which undergraduate curricula and graduate programs
will be reviewed . . ."

It is established that periodic program review is desirable to strengthen
existing programs and to eliminate or upgrade those which fail to meet
acceptable standards. It is useful to examine answers to questions from
which review outlines can be developed for assessment and evaluation by
the universities and the Regents. By deciding upon periodic review using
a set of criteria or guideline questions agreed upon by the universities,
the Board can examine, through university-appointed internal committees
and external consultants requested from an independent agency, CGS, how
programs within the university system measure up to other programs in
regional or national universities. The process sugested reserves many
judgments to faculty, and the standards are detern.ned by faculty and
outside consultants. At the same time, the Board can assess the perfor-
mance and achievements of faculty and stuCnnts. The questions raised
fall into five classifications: 1) program, 2) faculty, 3) students,
4) physical facilities and other resources, and 5) cast and production
data. Although the proposal has been regarded as expensive by at least
one of the institutions in the university system, the cost of not for-
mulating objective judgments concerning the quality and effectiveness of
programs is over the long term extremely high both in terms of state resources
devoted to programs and in terms of the graduates of the program who are
ill-educated or under-educated. The attached list of ouestions needs
refinement and expansion, but they do reflect what other Boards are asking
of their universities. (See Exhibit B)
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Virginia (State Council of Higher Education)

Each year the State Council of Higher Education must review a substantial
number of requests to plan and initiate rew degree programs at Virginia's
state colleges and universities. Integral to the review and approval
process is the Council's concern that proposed programs should be
productive and not unnecessarily duplicative of programs already in
operation. To determine the need for proposed and existing programs,
the Council usually studies enrollments and de,4rees conferred throughout
Virginia, along with regional and national manpower iequirements And
training statistics. Existin:; degree programs will he evaluated by
assessing tae number of uegrecs conferred or by reviewing data on
student enrollment.

The Council undertakes the quantitative evaluation of degree programs with
full awareness that qualitative evaluation of these programs is at least
as important. The Council believes, however, that the institutions of
higher education themselves bear primary responsibility for the continuous
evaluation of the quality of their curricula. Through its quantitative
evaluation of degree programs, the Council will help to ensure the
accountability of Virginia state- supported institutions of higher education
to the citizens of the Commonwealth. Although it is primarily a responsi-
bility of the institutions themselves to ensure that high standards are
met by the degree programs they offer, the Council will request the
institutions to develop procedures for the qualitative evaluation of
degree programs, placing particular emphasis upon graduate programs,
but eventually providing for the evaluation of undergraduate and com-
munity college programs.

Definition of a Degree Program

To get a proper frame of reference for the evaluation of degree programs
by auditing degrees conferred (or program productivity), it is necessary
to define a degree program.

For the purpose of evaluation, a degree program is defined as an area
of specialization (major) for which recognition is intended to be given
by the conferring of a degree. The following factors will be taken into
consideration in identifying a degree program:

1. Program Nomenclature: The title by which the area of specialization
is identified.

2. Program Classification Code: The code number under which degrees
conferred are reported on the U.S.O.E. Higher Education Ceneral

Information Survey, Form 2300-2.1.

3. Degree Level: The levels of the degree awarded, e.g., Associate's,
Bachelor's, Master's, or Doctoral. If a program (major) at any

level has several degree title options, such as MA, MS, MAT, the number
of degrees are recorded in the aggregate as reported under the program
classification code.
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Virginia (cont.)

For example, a major in Biology (general) may have several master's
degree options such as MA, MS, MAT, and MEd. Each option, however,
should have the program classification code of 0401: Biology, general.
All degrees conferred in that major would he reported un the Higher
Education General Information Survey (HEMS) of the U.S. Office of
Education. The Council would review degree productivity by using
0.E. Form 2300-2.1: Degrees and Other Formal Awards Conferred, Page 8,
Line 53.

Degree Productivity Criteria

The first step in the evaluation of a degree program productivity
should be its record of graduates. This will be determined by the
tabulation of degrees conferred each year and the average per year
over a period of several years. The measure of degrees conferred will
Lake three factors into consideration: program start-up time, annual
productivity expectations, and long-term productivity.

1. Allowance will be made for program start-up time. The Council
recognizes that a certain amount of time must elapse for students

to complete the requirements for a degree, and for a program to
develop and gain acceptance. This time span varies according to
degree level, program nature, and whether the students are part-time
or full-time. The following allowances will be made before programs
come under evaluation: 3 years for associate degrees; 3 years for
bachelor's degrees; 2 years for master's degrees; and 4 years for
doctoral degrees. At the end of each time period, the State Council
of Higher Education will begin to monitor program degree productivity.

2. According to program level, a certain minimum annual average number
of graduates will be expected. These numbers are: 10 associate

in arts and associate in science degrees; 7 associate in applied science
degrees 5 bachelor's degrees; 3 master's degrees; and 2 doctoral degrees.
Productivity will be reviewed each biennium, covering the preceding
five years where possible. The five year average will be used to allow
for year-to-year fluctuation in the number of graduates from a specific
program.

Service Criteria

In the event that any degree program has less than the number of graduates
established in the degree productivity criteria, the staff of the State
Council of Higher Education will consult with institutional officers
regarding other justifications for continuation of the program. Should
an institution wish to continue a program, despite few graduates, it
will be provided the opportunity to justify such a program by showing a
"service" function from data reported on the Council Form A-1: Resident
Classes Taught by Term.

1. Justification of a program on the basis of "service" would be
determined from the Full-Time-Equivalent Student (FTES) enroll-

.

ment for regular session, or summer session under spee:ai circumstances:
13-22 lower-division FTES, for Associate in Arts and Associate in
Science degree programs 13-17 lower-division FTES, for Aqsoiale in
Applied Science degree programs; 10-14 upper-division FTES, for Bachelor's
degree programs; and 8-12 first-year graduate FTES, for Master's degree
programs.
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Virginia (cont.)

2. In the event that any Doctoral degree program has less than the
number of graduates established in the numerical criteria, an

institution might propose a justification of the program on the basis
of organized and sponsored research projects underway.

3. A non-productive Master's degree program which is carried along
with a Doctoral program, may be "flagged", or removed from the

list of non-productive programs. In this case, the productivity
criterion will not be applied. However, at the same time then, the
Council will remove that program from the inventory used in preparing
the biennial budget for library holdings.

4. The Council will give special consideration to low-productivity
interdisciplinary programs, which are composed of courses from

other disciplinary programs rather than now courses.

Procedure

The biennial program evaluation will be initiated by the staff of the
State Council of Higher Education and he conducted in the following
manner:

1. Composite tables of degrees conferred will be prepared from previously
verified data and each institution's report of Degrees Conferred

(0.E. 2300-2.1): by degree level; by program classification code and
nomenclature with cross-check on each institution's inventory of approved
programs.

2. Draft tables will be sent to each institution for vertification of
new data and comment on any discrepancies or irregularities.

Council staff will confer with institutional administrators on any
problems that might be identified.

3. A questionnaire will be sent to the appropriate institutional
administrative officer for any degree program that fails to meet

the established degree productivity criteria. Other factors that ought
to be considered should be identified at this time.

4. Council staff will consult with institutional administrative officers
on the questionnaire responses and the action to be taken on each

program in question.

5. Council staff will report the evaluation results to the State Council
of Higher Education for Virginia for its information or recommended

action; e.g continuation, probation, termination with adequate phase-out
time.

6. An institution will be given the opportunity to appeal a Council
decision under the same conditions as prescribed in the Council's

Policy and Procedures for the Approval of New Degree Programs.
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Vermont (Vermont State Colleges)

The Vermont State Colleges arc currently in the process of developing
criteria for the review of existing programs. Preliminary plans call
for the inclusion of the following criteria:

1. program costs,
2. enrollment trends,
3. degrees conferred trends,
4. duplication of programs,
5. programs in light of program priorities (i.e., career programs

will have higher priority than academic degree programs),
6. placement and employment trends.

It is anticipated that program cost will be the most difficult to obtain.
An effort has been launched to obtain costing information based on
Program I category in NCHEMS structure.

Nebraska (University of Nebraska)

The University of Nebraska, apparently as part of its budgetary process,
has reviewed existing programs. A screening process was established
whereby certain problem programs were identified and were then subject
to a more detailed evaluation.

The Screening Process

A. Programs within departments and colleges have been identified through
the Chancellors Council. For each program the department will prepare
the following to be transmitted to APC through the Deans.

1. Brief statement of goals and priorities for the next two or
three years, both as a specific program and as part of a broader
university community. Please identify those programs which
must be preserved or improved as well as those which can be
considered for discontinuance. Be as specific and concise
as possible so that the objectives can be guidelines for program
development.

2. Preparation of one paragraph statement on how program meets the
essential functions of the university.

3. Brief statement of external indications of program quality,
e.g., accrediting, departmental awards, achievement of graduates.
grants, statements of support.

4. Statement of factors which may influence future departmental
enrollment patterns in the program.

5. Estimate of portion of total departmental budget involved
in the program.
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Nebraska (cont.)

B. The Office of. Institutional Research will send the following data
to departments to be routed to APC through the Deans as a part
of the report. Departments should feel free to comnent on this
data and interpret it in the most useful way.

1. Estimates of degree costs, credit hour costs or other cost factors.

2. Course enrollment data indicating numbers and sources of students.

3. Estimated enrollments.

C. These questions concern the entire department and need be answered
only once and not for each program.

1. What competencies exist within your faculty which could or
should be utilized to extend educational opportunities to
people of the State? What resources (such as released time
for further study or special equipment) are needed to develop
these opportunities into functioning programs?

2. What competencies exist in the faculty to improve research
related to the Essential Functions of the University?

3. What competencies exist to enhance service to the State?

4. Are you aware of educational needs of the citizens of the
State which are not now being met? How could the University
meet them?

D. APC will review and assemble all preliminary data and forward it
to the Chancellor and Vice Chancellors.

E. The Chancellor, in consultation with APC, will determine the programs
for which the detailed analysis is to be done. Departments will be
notified through the Deans.

Procedure for Detailed Evaluation of Selected Programs

This procedure will be applied to those programs selected by the Chancellor
for a more detailed evaluation. The evaluation follows the guidelines
approved in the Resource and Allocation Report approved by the Faculty
Senate and the Academic Management Model agreed to with the Legislative
Appropriations Committee.

Important: Not all items will apply to every unit. If a question does not
apply, please so indicate. There is no intent in this procedure to limit
flexibility. While some of the questions obviously refer to instruction,
most of the procedure applies at least equally to the research and service
functions of the University. Departments should feel perfectly free to
go beyond what we suggest as minimal and to structure the data in ways which
seem most useful to them. But in order to analyze departmental responses,
some basic commonality of information and format needs to be generated.

In the case of proposed new programs, as much of the projested data as can
reasonably be supplied should be made available and procedures similar to
those outlined herein should be followed.
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Nebraska (cont.)

Much of the information requested is available through a variety of
university offices: Institutional Research, Budget Office, Registrar,
etc. To the fullest extent possible, departments should use already
existing data sources. The entire report will be sent by the department
to the appropriate Dean for transmission to the Chancellor through
the Academic Planning Committee.

Each program will complete the information listed below. The information
will be reviewed by a committee of peers who will provide an assessment
of overall quality, a basic component of the evaluation of the program.
The composition of the peer committees is described at the end of the
list of data to be submitted.

A. Goals and Priorities

State the goals and priorities for the next two or three years, both as
a specific program and as part of a broader university community.
Please identify those parts of the program which must be preserved
and improved as well as those parts which can be considered for
discontinuance. Be as concise and specific as possible so that the
objectives can be guidelines for program development.

B. Is There A Need For The Program

1. Does the program respond to long-term societal issues (racial,
population, ecology, resources, etc.)? How?

2. Does the program respond to broad state or regional needs (agricultural,
industrial, cultural, etc.)? How?

3. To what extent does the program supplement and strengthen other
existing University programs? (e.g., does the program improve the
cultural/recreational environment of the University?)

4. Is there adequate student interest and demand?

a. What are the past and present enrollment patterns? What are
future projections?

b. Could the interest and demand be met better or more effectively
at other institutions or by restructuring existing related
programs?

c. With regard to graduate and professional programs, what has
been the placement pattern of graduates upon graduation for
each of the past five-ten years?

d. If future projections are available, what are the probable
placement patterns for graduates over the next five/tun years?

5. To what extent does the program duplicate other programs

a. within the institution?

b. in other institutions?

47
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Nebraska (cont.)

6. Could this program be maintained outside the University? Could
it be maintained as a cooperative venture with a program outside
the University?

C. What Is The Present Cost Of The Program?

Data will be supplied in the following categories:

1. Budgetary data, including three-year analysis with percentages
of change in dollars and FTE for academic, administrative,
graduate assistants, office, hourly operating, equipment, non-
state funds, etc.

2. Basic non-budgetary statistics over three years, including:

a. Credit hours, contact hours, majors, etc., and percentages of change

b. Level of credit hours, including lower class, upper class,
masters, Ph.D.'s, etc., and percentages of change.

c. Others, including such items as Extension hours, etc.

3. Final analysis, including three-year figures and percentages of
change for costs and FTE per credit hour, contact hour, major,
graduate student, etc.

D. Is The Program Currently Or Potentially Of High Quality?

The department will supply data in the folic ng categories:

1. Faculty, to include:

a. Detailed faculty profiles, including courses taught, advising
service, research, experience, etc.

b. Department profiles, including range of staff experience,
credentials, rank, pay, etc.

2. Instruction, to include:

a. Curriculum, including courses eliminated, restructured, added,
under experimentation, etc.

b. Teaching evaluation, including evaluation by students.

3. Students, including:

a. Objectives for students, including service students, majors,
graduates, etc.

b. Learning standards, including class size, tedcher-student
ratios, requirements, etc.

c. Profiles (primarily for majors and graduate students), including
pattern of courses, grades, etc.
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Nebraska (cont.)

4. Outside recognition, including accreditation, grants, departmental
hours, etc.

5. What indications of quality are exhibited by placement and careers
of graduates:

6. What support services are available for this program?

E. Are Present Resources Adequate In The Light Of Your Stated Coals
And Priorities?

1. Is the present faculty adequate to provide this program? If not,
what additional faculty must be provided, and at what cost? Wat
are the possibilities for retraining present faculty to provide
the needed faculty capabilities for this program?

2. What support services in terms of library, laboratories, computer
facilities, technicians, demonstration centers, TV and audio-visual aids,
computer assisted instruction facilities, etc., are needed for
this program?

3. Are physical resources such as classrooms, offices, laboratories
adequate for the program? If not, what needs are unmet?

4. Are instructional and research needs adequately met? If not, what
is needed?

5. Are there sources of outside support for the program?

6. To what extent is the program constrained by other educational
programs not under your contra]. (e.g., by courses offered or not
offered by other departments, schools, or colleges)?

F. Does The Program Help Satisfy The "Purposes And Essentail Functions
Of The University" Document Passed By The Faculty Senate On February 5?
(Those questions originate from various parts of that document; they
may be put in context by referring to it. If a particular question
does not apply to the program or department being evaluated, please
indicate so.)

1. Has the department used resources and developed procedures for
optimizing class size, for improving the quality of instruction,
or for improving the advising system within this program? How?

2. How has the department used its resources to improve the quality
of research?

3. How has the department used resources and developed procedures to
enhance its service to the Siate?

4. Has the department investigated (and introduced, if appropriate)
new educational practices and procedures?

5. How does the department recognize teaching excellence, based on
sound scholarship and creative achievement, as a major criterion
for promotion, continuous apatment, and salary adjustment?
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Nebraska (cont.)

6. What efforts have been made to serve a wider clientele in this
program through

a. recruiting ethnic minorities and females?

b. designing an advising system to encourage these students to
complete their educational goals?

c. providing easy access for those who wish to re-renter the system?

d. providing intellectual stimulation and cor:inual up-dating
of previous training for persons who have finished the major
portion of their education?

7. If this is a graduate program, what steps has your department
taken to strengthen it?

3. In case you do not have a graduate program, are your faculty members
provided an opportunity to participate in an interdisciplinary program?

9. How does your program relate to the extension functions of the University?

10. How is the program related to the natural and unique resources of
the State? Is it concerned with agriculture and rural development
or with allied programs?

11. If the program is a research program, how is it related to the
Essential Functions of the University?

12. If the program is a professional program, describe the manner by
and extent to which it depends on a liberal education base? Is
this base adequate? Why? In what ways could programs in the
areas responsible for liberal education be modified to provide a
more suitable base for the program?

13. If the program is vocational in nature, expla:n in detail its
relationship with a liberal education and the professional programs.

Detailed Evaluation of Selected Programs

DEPARTMENT PROGRAM

Please provide the information requested below with regard to the program
in the order listed. Attach an additional sheet if necessary, but try
to be brief and concise. Please use the attached cost analysis form to
report the portion of the department budget involved in program. Send
the completed form to the Dean of your College, (This is Part A of
the screening procedure.)

1. Brief statement of goals and priorities for the next two or three
years, both as a specific program and as part of a broader University

community. Please identify those programs which must be preserved or
improved as well as those which can be considered for discontinuance.
Be as specific and concise as possible so that the objectives can be
guidelines for program development.

2. Preparation of one paragraph statement on how program meets the
essential functions of the University.
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Nebraska (Cora.)

3. Brief statement of external indications of progr.nn quality, e.g.,
accrediting, departmental awards, achievement of graduates, grants,

statements of support.

4. Statement f factors which Fly influence future departmental
enrollment patterns in the program.

5. Estimate of amount (in dollars) of total departmental budget
involved in the program.

DEPARTMENT (OR INTERDEPARTMENTAL PROGRAM)

Please answer the following questions in the order lisLod. Department
need supply this information only once. Please be as specific as
possible. Send the completed form to the Dean of your College. (This
sheet refers to Part C of the screening procedure.)

1. What competencies exist within your faculty which could or should
be utilized to extend educational opportunities to people of the

State? What resources (such as released time for further study or
speical equipment) are needed to develop these opportunities in into
functioning programs?

2. What competencies exist in the faculty to improve research related
to the Essential Functions of the University?

3. What competencies exist to enhance service to the Slate?

4. Are you award of educational needs of the citizens of the State
which are not now being met? How could the University meet them?

SUGGESTIONS

Department of Program

Please use this form to make suggestions regarding the screening procedure.
Specific suggestions about wording changes, additional questions, data
supplied, etc. will be appreciated by Academic Planning Committee and
will be used to improve this procedure in the future.
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New York

The Niw York State Education Department has conducted two recent
reviews of existing programs. In 1969 the Department began a review
of master's degree programs for the purpose of preparing guidelines
and making recommendations to the Regents. More recently it has
reviewed selected doctoral programs.

Master Degree Review

Intensive planning for the survey began in the summer of 1969 with
the development of a twenty-one page form designed to record data that
would reflect the character of New York State's master's degree programs
(see exhibit 3 at end of New York section). Fifty-six of the eighty-
two institutions offering a master's degree in the state were selected
for the study representing a cross section of the state's institutions.

During the academic year 1969-70, information was collected by mail on
enrollments, admissions standards, student profiles, curricular content
and development, grading, the credentials, experience, assignments of
faculty members, and the adequacy of libraries and other facilities for
graduate study. Written assessments covering such matters as academic
advising, library services, the nature of the courses given in different
curricula, and the quality of instruction were obtained from a sampling
of ten per cent of the candidates at institutions with a total enroll-
ment in master's degree programs of fewer than five hundred, and five
per cent of the students where enrollments were five hundred or more.

Staff members from the Division of Higher Education, the Bureau of
Teacher Education, and the Division of Independent Study visited all
the institutions included in the project. Two or three persons spent
one or two days at each, accumulating additional information, and
gathering opinions from administrators, faculty, and students about
the nature of the master's degrees offered, and the outcomes presumed
to be achieved by programs leading to them. A total of 544 curricula,
which included 55,602 courses taken, were examined in this way.

In addition, twenty-two of the visits were made by teams responsible
for the registration of college and university curricula. About half
the members of each team were consultants chosen because of their
competence in those fields selected for special attention. During the
course of their visits, these teams scrutinized with particular care
each institution's methods of providing for the administration, staffing,
and support of undergraduate and graduate curricula in the selected
fields. Their reports were added to the information derived from other
sources; then all relevant material was reviewed by the staff of the
Bureau of College Evaluation.

A report on this review was prepared in 1972 entitled Master's Degrees
in the State of New York 1969-70.

Doctoral Education Review

In January, 1972, the Regents announced the appointment of a Regents
Commission or Doctoral Education which was given the charge to make
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recommendations to the Regents for developing policy to meet present
needs and to guide the future development of doctoral education. The
commission was chaired by Robin W. Fleming, President of the University
of Michigan. Other members of the commission were Robert A. Alberty,
dean, school of science, Massachusetts Instftete of Technology; Germaine
Bro, Vilas professor of French and permanent member, Institute for
Research in Humanities, University of Wisconsin; Thomas F. Jones, Jr.,
president, University of South Carolina; Edward M. Kresky, vice president,
Wertheim and Company; John P. Miller, professor of economics and director,
Institution for Social and Policy Studies, Yale University; and Frederick
P. Thieme, president, University of Colorado. T. Edward Hollander,
Deputy Commissioner of Higher and Professional Education, New York State
Education Department, served as executive secretary of the commission,
and Vernon Ozarow, director, Office of Science and Technology, Now York
State Education Department, served as staff director for the study.

The commission had five formal meetings during the year, complemented
by individual conferences. At two of these meetings, in the spring
and fall of 1972, the commission met with the chief executive officers
and other representatives of the State's doctoral granting institutions
to discuss the progress of the study with them and to solicit their
observations. In addition, the Regents Advisory Council for Graduate
Education, consisting of many of the graduate deans of the State's
universities, was kept informed of the study's progress and their
observations, too, were sought.

The recommendations of the commission in its final report to the Regents
included the following:

iteennintendationa

t The Regentc shatihl repaid all the III. tarn! pro.
gnaw at both the !midi, and /noon. ottstalloti% aim
sfilitline top the, an tate/reign stein /or 41,14 III, III IVO
cation.

The vnamion I Ittijdt I. flit Ira tilt) 1111.11.1.1 11,11 lar

fundami 111.11 11o/total edio .1.t; .11 I.,. I nl .1111111.1111 r of
r.ottipliA plohletn. Iiii tune and il 1/IiIiio-ohti I n,.111 I.
Mit it'll .11 Ike 1.11, 14541 Is if Nct% l.nl. i- too

pr -ei%e 41114.1111'n it- 111,11101i III 1111% % it.11 .11.1c.1

111g1 011111 .111.

lhe ..t.gent. the re-pin-A.1e wren. % at do Male
tete! f.,l Inioditialing the pluming of highel echo atin.
should take tele. t.4. insitte that all the State' do( toial
propratti, inili%idualf) and collet lo.1%. air ,1 the high-
est quality, that the) ale 1111 I:1Pd Milli ectiliantly and

and that sot iiieconimiii and eultul.11 hartiets
to al fess are elimktatel. The other recomnietidationg of
the conintiggion arc ilireeteil tiosaril the icali-
zation of thee goals,

t2) The Regents should hare a general policy of c011
centrating programs at a rclatitrly limited number of in=
sat:salons in the interest of both highest quality and the
most efficient and economical use of limits 1 re.sourees.

54

An increasing boil% of infloniation indicates that both
11'4,h fpolit arid ,(onoinie... ft IN peliclalk
in inlifidion 1% Ida II lia%e a major commitment to do,
total eilmation and %%hit li 11.1%i oilNtatitial !mi....1.11114 in

'elated held.. The .1115.inta;:i. of mutual itppot of te
gated poigiant %%kelvin then pli%-ii al and financial re
ftt,111111 a 111 1 the iillett,1. knot% Itti.,:e. mid utilltirtlent "lob
of facidt and Indents air -haled it beet waltzed by
emu iii,..1.1111...11 lelatikcIS luniteIl 1111111-
10..1 1114..11111 time, ill a Lite as large
mid Fusel.,' \I t% lock. Ilse ronidtation ittu-t alit
be given to regional needs.

3 The Rgents %loath! f.,tablish APrifil I 1111511fillel'S to

ref fen the pods!) of and need ho doctoral piowant., in
self-fled dtsciplwary areas. Only prow mit% meeting
standards ol present In potential lugh quality, and need
should be ',tiered.

This recommendation stre40, the ilittamt.11111 impor-
tance of quality and need in 11144 torah education. Only
programq meeting standards of high qualitl and nerd

I {541 tlovo. prgrarns %skit It hereto.
fully 11,,54. I,cn Ir.udr.i a. being of soffiritit quality re
.Icily .e11n1I ti.%ii.% at this tllny of limited ryoull es awl
tie% t..1 I Mali'. 1.1 ureQ. 1 1 itl1 C1 t't t 1 1 OH I 1 It and challeispilig
.1 task thi. le( 1111111141111a1111111 the V11)111(111 it ad.
di 4.N.C 1W%1 I titele%4 be faced,
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The tommi......iott recommends, first, that the lleurnts
appoint evaluothol committee in the diseiplinaiv areas
they stilt to studs mid I hoe... them oil!, alualin; the
proghans at colibly to os died I 111491 a and pr,., 1110111..

Illy I 1.111116.%i1411 he bey I.- 111,11 I 1411MM ii%

best made he pi imat its of pert,4ill the
111-1 1111111.11 a ale.I. I hr.... peel Odd he pt 1111:11 ii'. bout
out.ot slate. iepie-eat both the at odemic and noton a-
demi( Seib' -. and include ter ent doctoral glad ulates.

The I ionituttec employ combinations of objee-
tive and iliduniental (lion la in making their 1.y:thulium.
The I lite, 1.1 511101141 relleet the joint teipitemnts of high
qualitv and need Amo112 the -perili, fat tot- that must
br t on-ideled are qualits of students. scholarly athieve
;tient of fat tilt% . ol lalimatot v anal libcaly fa-
cilities, sneers in graduating enrolleil -tudents. financial
support, the supra vision and guidati(c of tudent. and
the need for ea, It program and it, appropriotette, for
students career apitations.

Within the context of this teport, "need for pogroms"
tio %,everal esinnotations. it Melanie:- the need to sustain
the expansion and trait-mission of knottledge in even the
most e-otetir fields; the null to prod114 e skilled /11,111.
pUwel far emplInntnt in industry. education, govern-
ment. or ohm see has: the need to develop understand-
ing and methodologies that may be used to deal with
societal problem,: and the need for new fotms and types
of programs in doctoral eduration. The evaluative proce-
dure should give %eight to these several aspect- of need
according to the special chola, ter of each discipline. As-

Of nerd should LIP male 011 regional, statewide,
and national hoses, again are ording to the Vet ial char-
acter of each di-cipline.

Consideration of the "appropriotcne,s of programs for
students. ca reel aspirations- has genet ally not been cm-

enough in the cy Of doctoral pogroms.
The pm tie e in most fields has been ptimard..y to lifetime
scholar for reseali h oriented raieers in universities. The
sharp Contra( lion of the .14.ttlenst Inalket and conse
(went greater likelihood of employment in other sectors
and in new kind of wink aeti%ity nts.essitate raurh
closer examination of the purpose; and processes of doc-
toral eduration.

The commission recommends, second, that on the
basis of the committees' reports and recommendations.

the Regents should give emisidetat' to tv Melt ',m-
i.:tams should be sustained. pla(ed nn piobation. or in
rase of serious deficieta Y. 4149.0-ten-II. Probation of .1

progiam should be lot a period of :t cars. at the end of
%hie); time its statu- should be rev itveil. 'the gitea of
%ithdra%al of egi-t at ple-ent- difficult and painful
problems for all con( shed. hen a plogrom that fail-
to meet standard has been identified, the (iamiliolin
recommends that the in CIA14111.1titO1 %% 1111 the

offs( ted. arrange for its phasing cat me; It
/ea./middy peliod of time with due consideration for the
faculty and students in% (dyed.

New York (cont.)
Ile panne 111,11 starters ilk evaluations re( onurtiould

lime me agril .1- pail of the I w lent Ilei 1,11
and tel-%.1111.11iml of dot total .(lio afoot 11. the

State. The !el 1,;.111/es. of III/, that 1111

ular ley II %% of pi...(1.1111- lo main uu andards iu ,III
atea of 11111 tut ,ti stlid% 1= iltt O0til1111 1.%-k 1 die

1,11c F(1114.1114)11 I )v1).101111 le. The (.1111111iii,11 lei (on
mend- that the Depaitment take the -.one a( tint, plus
posed how oil!! ..gaud t.. tipport anal tegistiotion of all
doctoral programs on the bai of their ievie :nil as-
sessment.

I 1 I Ara- )' or Shoe honhi lend its /inane ill, support in
hods the 'addle and in ate wows s to plOgrOMS
Mrehillg the 1/11//1/Orii 0/ I equsg or 141,141.nal /ugh gnat
y, and need, hot:ram a ithuut these /midi firati,,ns

Ahouhl not he supported.
1 he 4.01111111,,i i- essential that financial

4upport of pogrom:. I.'. the State he !molded sell., lively
on the basis of (polity and nerd. At a time when re.
sour. es ow eon-hobos! arid obeli re% iew and iemalua
tion are uatiliind, in sun toral education. the NIA('
biloltiti nut expend tesourre on ptogtams %%bi h do not
Inert standards of Ilivh quality. and need. These funds
%you'd he lunch more effective If trollocated to the sup
port of those ptogtams that (lo meet u(.11 -tondo; (k.

The private institutions' main sourer: of State funds is
Bundy aid. Present practice rolls for (maids to be nook
for doctoral degrees granted from all registered pro-
grams The rommission recommends that an arils be
made onlY for degiens granted from imlividnal pr(yrains
that meet the standards determined by the Regents. Pro.
grams all priihation tvoidd also vv arrant support

The commission also eel omnmvlos 111:11 11;1116:11 sups
port for (loom al (11111.11401 in the he
given only on a selective ha-is to approved program,. In
addition, the present funding formula for doctoral Clint.,.
ti in public institutions. which rests on enrollment.
should be modified to incorporate a factor based upon
mvarded (II - "rte. It is inert that the Legislature and
Gme: nor ,tIltinoiir bunk. fin support of only theist. pit).
1:.1.1111s the standouts hiult quality. awl need.
1:i1 Vet( )((r/. .51,1/n should strengthen its support ol all

10 ugln1n that meet the stantlards 11/ hiph gnalit) and
to ed.

116. lerommenclatom advan«.(1 trognition of
the need lot th, :".1,11e t.. make vistrnil
men! I) if- 1).;.,11 qiialitt Arid twf 11,11 low..rams in

to1.11 .111. VI 1W/dill. I fo.ital in both the
pllhhe ."i p Ill t it ill %IA II% I If the 111ittiltOTIS
ue o,lliun.11 .11141 hay; lese,11( elaer drawing

talent and loom v to Nea Viet k. P1111.1111 11, ci onornir
development. and itakiog av oll.11111 then mom le(nnires
and talents foe use by indutt y and got errant-rd.
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thi dIInIIIi-i.LIL r. IIIIIIIIH.II(I. ti.t till III int t the
ILILILIH tl'..titIltLuil', iil..11fl.i th.- tatiI,ii Ii... t,f I1lIaIit% 11111

iittti iI .141, 1111J(4.) ti Ii. 1 ))I .,h4tj r IIIliiLI_ ,,f

'IJ. I) j.i.i; I lIII. .1. tiIi,' .1. .1111(1 t..i III ni 4)lIIll1,II
IItI.114 I r 4,11111 ,iIii' 14.1 LIII I (lilt (lilt _.IllII f It-
".11111 (' I,) III' L*.L-1 (till? 11)ti)ill t. I' tI iiiiI lii 'III-
111111lI.d ti,ii till 'tll& 11141 \t'l% 'i(Ifi (11% I,IIU LI

I iIIlIlItiIIllit t. Ili.1fl1 tli,it the J)Ill!l.11L) In 11)111 ill-thU.
tititi hit lull t thi -t,itIli.Ittf l lLI,,Iit ,iti iiit LII it
Ii(I.1 111(11 Il I 11111141 LIe 'iit,tiittl % IIII il'ijiiite sil))-
)1>ut It III 1.1 thu till l.r!il.ItIill Lint1 (;fI%ll!ltil .-
t?i. 'rI/I' tlir-e 11Jul11-.

0

I'IlI_l.IiIL. l 4111.IIit% t?lII fll III 'IIlIlIi(i ,iI.-,i lie -'.1)-
1111 .t \l \ Ill I,' phil .ttt ilI.tLtIIti,tlt' 1li.

IItlLl IL IU IL.4 .' pi ,,iliui ni hut-I III the l,iti- (Ill LIII .11'
iji'i iii IIIII (till III ii. '-Il III 3J4' ftII 44 .,)II( iitiii t. I ri
l lL% ..1 till r jIIi;I.It.lIUl l hi (1111th? ii i1i' ,1t1111 UI
i.iI the i ulflhllli--H,tI hIlt. IIi.It tile 1I 11 .f IlLllItt

tI4l 44111111 I.e 41,HLII)-'(l 11(1111 tIll ))ll''.ult lr el I 2. lUll jir
.i u1I;pr.uuIu.l. 1% 1111) II.I %(.II .,,, i ii. '-III-

liPtIt 1% 1111.101 ?.tlilI,. -.1 I,,U JIl -114,Ie, iii tt' hillIl1 tli'.
H111)itjlltiLlLr III the 't.itt'. ,itttl II'. ".Ihl.% (iiti(lil (if 4IIII

tor.i( iIIlfI .1111- III hitlihIlI IlIl1 eritie'-. I he %sanii of
--44ulfttI- :itui I)?)i to ljlI.lhilleih 1n iiii;iiii- ,i'. called flIr III

rff(,iIiIhiI il,i,llihihi I 1.p %% 1111111 .11101% fIll th.- ('OlilelItI ,itiiIi
lIt re-Loin, (' III theti '.U1)11(lIt.

(ói 71,,' Rep.'iiis should jI(lflM) Ill(7f'(lLl"d Cui0j,fluiti0hi
riiid (Of)lfIlfl(l(ifIli Ill (10(101(11 ,vlll((liI()(l 1') 1/If' iiisliiu-
£IIII S It (hull IIIL' S(ljI-

Iii tililir 141 lIIlUII III(1 JIllIlhlilte J)1111)lI'(fUI iiuttnIIisIi-
tiitiititii l..flf)hiJtiuili III ,l' 111,111% SILlS .1' pfl.1illk. the
4 Ill)1lh11.tuilI I hi .iiuijii,uil', thi.ut thii' h('(lit' (i)i'" & tit.- .'-
tjhli-iit,11,'t III ciultiiuuitti'e- lit ?Ihhtt I %,iti%4- tn tilE Sal
ti,U'. 1114 l))hitI.lI\ .iIEit- froui, Iht 'iL.ltr'L (iiI(tOidI ?I'II1U-
111h1. I lit' (41111 III .'.I III bet ieV.-s that ('.11 h comm it tee
.hiotiItI b' tist'ii .t ...pi'rifir I li.ii Ui( ,ititi III. lrlfiliIl'Il II iil>-
ttitt a report of it- t'tEort'.. 'I III-' % tt'itl III etiiuiIIhittt t
lhuuTul ,I,S- ii1.' I1PI)t1I (LILt t ue f. it I 111th JIlil liii .10 ti i is iii
iiltitUtI&II (4) 14 111(14 IIIIIIIOS t'ii tiii.iljI_ (1 (illIlhhll. .11111

tudrn! oI1II(lrtthiiit% Liii'. 1)1111(11 ,itiiti 1)1,15 III (II lil till LI

sariets of ILVEIM 1l('(%%('(iI III(IR itlti,uI Ifl'.titlItiliit'-_ 1414)11-
Sl.ht('S%tlt', Lullt ttt(''i't.ite. .1'. liii' 1)l'.I 011)11)) tIlluihir"

thav apped.

7 ho' Rt'LZ('fl IS li (III Id Ills (ITt' I/i hI' (/4 ith It (I I iii II 'Ill IL)??
at oil in.cliZuilfln,c I? il/till iii,' ,ifi,'v /0 (If r,'s Ill/I/f. itt u/I
quail 1iil 1V.,t } ork sill ,Ieigis . i, mu 'in ii- ,,,ivl ei,Ih,i rut tier-
rt4'rS to 1/If' reul,;z1,oi, 0/ ihii Lf)flI .h,v,i4b/ hf' v'Iiii,iiii(vl.

14'' (IIIIIILUII(iLi%jI)tl 11,1'. 0 IlIliflhit'I' i.E jUl.41'.. hut tt"
Nsrflre 1$ 111,11 .1(4(4'. to lhi)(LflI,Ii lLI(jtJtlli lii(l"t iti'

l11t' to .111 IlILuhIlif-41 U,tljthl'III-, ut ,II t) i,'.,,-
tUttl,lu-i, l,t,lhi public afl(I P'1 .114', 5% ItIlili the 1I,lIl IhIf'
Chill fit 15)4100 re' om ntciid t 11111 tI't' R('gf- Itt- ill-ti ue tIt.lt
PVOflOILIIC IIIUI cultural Iparriers dlv, lit,) i)It'VCIIL tl?(U I c,il i.
zation of this goiil.

New York (cont.)

Iii flIt till-I .uu'e tif tiLt tIll) l'l t tVI' ti Ic ('()UIiIILS-1411% III 0111-
InelftI tIL.lt (lull') ('lIlt'. III hlhlhItlI IlelIsrelt t)ic JlUI)lJ( .11141

pri'..ltl' ili.IiIuItI.iui. lIe I l,ll'.ilhl'lI'Il (II jtit'st'tIt thii" f'l (I.
IlOillir 1.111(11 frlll,l hitiiitiit luHhl-iI('. I,lilZf- of (IlilitIf 111(11.
tiEi, for (ll)et(il,Il ,IIII(L(tllltt, Ito 11ILItl( i.tI LI tuiL'. t(I he
provided t,rk 'iideit'. ill such LI 1115% JIl 4ltl 01)1 to
adu It'%C tli 0' OItj (1 t % e .li i u Id }e iJ,I'e( I (ill ill t'(i . lit h4'V1i4
int fin IIIUI,Ie 14,, thii, 1)111 Jlloe. 1)1)5% i-Sri. tin-'.. 'rtluut'.
SlI0Ihh(I IIOL 5% lit-u ('1111111('d ss ith Buuuul ,iitl to the pi is ate
ulistitiltilins, t'xct'cil (lIe hiniL' Et,ll,hi'.h)I'II bs thii 1tuh1Iie
Cost '.UIlV('uIIioU hit (l(l(tOI,Il ('dul'.lti(lll lt the p(ll11i4 iti'.tl
tilt 14111-.

Ill .u(hlhitiulul. tIll' ( (liu)lIli.',Illll I l'l't)lti?I)lI)li' 'lIlt '.f5 .411(1
IflulIlIfit) ili&li lll('lltIil'I'..IIIII III cItIuhilI,ltt'lh .1 tI_lI Ill). to
eurohhinen ill lII)('tl)l ,uh JIrl)l :1110, liii ipti.uliiirtl '.11141: IlLS.
Ihe lLe. Ihl('4i If) f4)u)tIuhtU- thou nEll h (it jIl-lilt'
tilLIt II 0111411 .1 .'t hueletflfl)le (-fht)hh('4l lu, tIlll'.( 11.11-
riers hose full hPPt tIllultS to '.e(Ill4 ihtl(L(ll tI t-ilut. .111011
o hat tIue iu,is '.Ui)'rIllht'IuthS lot ti(IJ)dIe 111014' 5% I(I('hS luI

stfln'ty iii .uhl tlIll'.l' Lirtilitie'. u44jUil 1111 '.10 Ii 1° i-p.o .1(1011.

(8) hlw Regents should f'qlIIrf' thu!, US liwF 41/ t/ll'
1974 Sfr,h'ui/- Ma.sfrr P/ui Pi 0/ re.s Rep,i I, (III i/is' (/04.
toral./4runi*g uzsiiutu,n,c be , 'quurevf Io I t'tou ih,Clr
docto,a! progr(uIzs froiii 1114' f101fli 0/ 1 Iflf' j/ (1(hl't Ill lflllI
aneic their f)U r,iot,, Waic, (lIft! Ii('lf/ ill ot'f'I nh iiz,siitU-
tionisi plans.

Iii is reron irnei nb (loll tt H itoh- I o (.1)11)11 Ott i ze t he re'.
sb_lu1. i hi lit y LI till Oil port Oil liv iun- lit Ut toll'. hUll e i t %CU-
lark at thi1. tinut- out! III l(luIj uiiitituiu with this pe'ifu
'Iltuft), In, revh-w their plans w itit rejot to (ll)('tOI ,Il pro-
grams. T1u' r(-%iess 'hoiild ifl(hUdC cOtISfticrJtuln of the

1IIUIIIS ft. t'iu'. ill_It 11014 10.-Il (li( II'.-e'l Ill LIII'. ieport
'.111 It .(" tIIq' 1)11.1111% el otol 141-1-d for thotot ,iI )trftini4Iul-,
11141 "101illil ti'.,, i IlIllIlIll thti it-h.uti i IIOJIIII I_till e .if till-lU
JIll t'.l,lJ litili jI)'" Ili tIll )Il-IitllI?tlII'. (lull .111 )II(l!I.IiuIS.

1111. I l,Iillitj"'.jl,Il I'. JI.11tIl uil,urhs '.i I)Ltj%. I.i till 111111 fir
IIl-lltlJhiitll, Ill I('itlll'.tl)ru tIn' iI('?lllIt'- (If dlt, .1(0)11 (II IC-
-.111144'. III 4liii l'it il ll?ii4?iiLl'. I- I tiiiijt,iied I Jilt lltitl'r
I01'II-' lilt till' ('llllh)ll'._

it 111,11 III '.1 it) lIt_it '.11(11 IrS lIlt'. LIII' Il.lIt of the rt';:tI-
ftII:uIIt,! Jili'.ulIl'.- of LIII Iil-tuIIlti,tII .11111 Ihlfl('h'(l it l

('I0'. 111,41 (III'. i'. "(I. I III' 11.4-1,11 jill tluuJ)Il1L'i/.ilt' it at
tlui'. )uIl). thOu I- 111,11 t it)iluu thi, I .Ol(.\t ttf 11)4 ('I 'llliIl'lI-
il,ituiiit', )Iull)l.l'.rtl ill ihit'. ul'JllI I .1 'i'Illil(.IlIl LItlil,' .jI)Irc
Ioi ihiiiu; i'. ..'ull'l .111-Il. 'I ho 11111 vu lii nit5 fiup 'lilt I tug
-Ill lu ('JiLl It;'i' 111110 11.11 IIlIt(ih ''hIthItIll hut lit IIi'.t
(t)p I/If' ( ''FIll/Il S 11(111 VI 41/ 1(111,41111)0 I/If fl If! (Ill! I III'
in oruif', Ill/Il (lIf /11(1 f/l1(t.I,f,l /InlOnllu/i 1 11/1,0 11(111) /0
IlII/uIl'?u/f'Ilt 4? ltv'rlu (111(1 prof ivlure. thai Itt/i III StIlT thai
(III )( 11(11 I fi(,'rfIFIIl JIll/I 1Ilf'Ii ll/_'(lI011.) siundnrnls (If I'_t('Ilhi(l! fjlI(lhiV. (111(1 IIf'('f I
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New York (cont..)

't he couant1:.1on lerommenti- all end to the Valllatis
lit1111 111111e, the condition ,tated. treottnnend that
plocedule. etahlished that ale atpropt late to atpl%
etltl'tl.l feel hell ploplatn-: II1 The ptogtalo 11 e

a donut, ,onottotntit hit ..orport how It
tution: the ptopo,ed itto;.tt uu -houlti deltnite
proati.e (.1 a. ht,.11 ot 111cl itttalii% than exiting too
pain- in lhe %mile field. 111 the need fol the looptain
must he a lead% dmote-hated: and I I1 tile Iltlleae 1 l)i the

prly1,1111 ploghtin% iii llic -ante held
.honhi he anal\ tett that (octall itle strent_th, ate
prez.ered.

These recommendations have prompted reviews of all doctoral departments
in eighteen major subject areas including chemistry, history, english,
physics and astronomy. The reviews have been carried out through a
process of on-site reviews by out-of-state experts. The reports by the
out-of-state experts have been evaluated by another outside committee
as well as by the Council of Graduate Deans. Both groups have sub-
sequently made recommendations to the commissioner. The commissioner's
recommendations have not been made public as of this date.

A key aspect of the New York doctoral reviews has been the use of con-
sultants. The following are the guidelines for consultants in preparing
their evaluation reports.
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New York (cont.)

GUIDELINES FOR CONSULTANTS' EVALUATION REPORTS

As you know, a number of independent teams of consultants are

making site visits to evaluate doctoral programs in the State. In order

that subsequent comparisons may be made by the rating COMM1LtoeS on as

common a basis as possible, the stricture and guidelines listed below are

provided for the evaluation reports. The questions posed in each general

subject area are not intended to constrain any further coverage or

discussion you wish to include.

In reviewing and rating the programs in each discipline, the

rating committee is presented with the material submitted by each department

in response to the questionnaire, the consultants' report, and the institution's

response to the consultants' report. While other material (national ratings,

previous studies, etc.) may be available to the committee and may be included

in their deliberations, generally the single most important "non-partisan"

document is the chairman's report submitted by the visiting consultant team.

Since, in many cases,this paper will be the major basis for the program

rating, it is absolutely crucial that it contain as much documentation and

specific evidence as possible, and that it be written in as dry and "objective"

manner as possible. It is also very important that any personnel recom-

mendations, recommendations about future directions, administrative and

financial matters be made in a covering (confidential) letter rather than

in the body of the report. This letter will be sent to the president of

the institution, but will not be an official part of the report or available
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New 'I'. ,r1( It t,ut.

to the department. It t, i l I he avOlahle to the Intim; ,ommiitt:e. (Since

the tosult of the eo,,lu.,t,en nut' torn out to be plavemen, in cat( gory 2 or

(0-0sionallv aLe, ptqtl. and unnefeptable, tebliecti.elyf it is Advisable

to aN,old words of ptaise, Olich ail, mire to be pointed ,lot as justification

for placement In category 1, acceptable.)

The report should he' a deseiiption of the pp,sentiv. existing

stingths and yeaknesseh of tin proluam. It should not canto o a prograio

rating, but should tt tlect the high i,:andards against edilL11 the department

t 111 eventually be masored. (WIN programs of high quality or potential

high oallty which meet the nvcds 0, society and or the discipline will be

maintained.

Points to he Covered in the Report

I. Program

(1) Does this program had to a broad, ,m011 integrated knowledge of
the discipline?

(2) Is it realistic In toms of faculty, facilities, financial support,
institutional commi,Anota, students and the cuploymvnt market?

II. Program Structure

(1) Are the requirements (courses, language, dissertation) appropriate
for a high quality program? Are they suitahl to the program?

(2) Are the career goals of the students sufficiently taken into account?

(3) Is there appropriate advisement and counseling with respect to
future employment?

(4) is the breadth of coverage well provided for by the faculty and
other resources available? is mit. sulficiint support for this
program by. other related ones at tile institidion?

(5) What has been the evaluation ul the program over recent years? Has
it been extensive and critical enough to effect thf necessary
maintenance of standards or improvement?
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New York (cont.)

III. Program Financial Support

(1) Is the amount of financial support available sufficient to provide
for the sustenance of the program at high quality?

(2) How does the amount and kind of support reflect upon others'
perception of its quality?

IV. Faculty

(It is particularly important that the detailed basis for your judgment
of faculty quality in each area or subdiscipline be included here.)

(1) What is the caliber of research and publication? How important
to the field is the work being done?

(2) Is the faculty_ generally recognized nationally, by appointment to
national honorary bodies, committee work, editorial service or by
other recognition?

(3) Is the faculty's knowledge and understanding of their areas
thorough, up-to-date and broad? Are they enthusiastically involved
in their work? Do they project their enthusiasm?

(4) What is the caliber of the teaching? Is excellence in teaching a
major consideration in decisions on salary, promotion and tenure?

(5) What is the caliber of advisement?

(6) How do the students rate the faculty as teachers, advisors and
research leaders?

V. Students

(1) Is there an adequate supply of qualified students? Are the admission
criteria stiff enough to keep out all but the most able? Is there
enough financial support to attract the best students in competition
with other institutions?

(2) If the institution has a special interest in developing the
academically disadvantaged through provisional admissions or other
methods, are the ultimate standards for performance of such students
equal to the normal. standards? How soon are unsuccessful students
weeded out?

(3) Is the rate of progress of students to their degrees satisfactory?
If not, why not? Is the rate of attrition too great? If so, what
is its cause?

(4) Do the students interact and stimulate each other?
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m,w (cont.)

(5) Are adequate advisement and guidance available for students with
regard to employment possibilities and opportunities? If not, how
is it lacking? Are students provided with enough and supervised
teaching experience? Do their teaching assignments contribute
effectively toward their mastery of the field?

(b) Does the record of employment placement of graduates correspond to
the institutional objectives and type of program? If not, what are
the differences?

(7) What is the level of performance required on courses, qualifying
and candidacy exams? What is the caliber of dissertations (by
area) completed during the past five years?

(8) What specific attention is being given to recruiting minority
students? Are there special funds available for such students?
What success has there been in this effort?

VI. Facilities and Services

(1) Are the facilities and services generally adequate for the purposes
of the program? If not, whet particular inadequacies do you see?
What are the limitations of the library holdings in each sub-disci-
pline in which graduate seminars are offered and in which disserta-
tions are directed?

(2) Are they adequate for the future plans of the department?

VII. General Comments and Suggestions

Please make any comments regarding aspects of the program not covered
in this review which you think should be described.

Points to be Covered in Confidential Letter to President

I. Program and Program Structure

(1) Does the U.S. need students at this level, in these areas, at
this time?

(2) Is this program taking into account the way the discipline is
moving?

(3) How do the program's history and plans refiecc upon its viability
and growth?

II. Program Financial Support

(1) Is it likely that adequate financial support will continue to be
available to the program from external sources?

(2) Is institutional support firmly enough committed for the program
to continue at high quality?
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III. Faculty

New York (cont..)

(1) What is your evaluation of tenure and recruitment practices?

(2) Has the department been successful in its faculty recruitment and
retention goals?

IV. General Comments

(1) How is this program rated by the institution as compared with

its other programs?

(2) What are this program's notable strong and weak points?

Procedure for Transmittal of Chairman's Report and Confidential Letter

When you have arrived at consensus on the report and the letter,

you are asked to send bosh to us for transmittal to the institution. We will

send the report as a draft to the Graduate Dean and ask him to comment on

any factual errors, i.e. number of faculty, volumes in library, etc. Any

suggested corrections will be transmitted to you for inclusion in the report

if you are willing to accept them. The corrected report will then go as the

official document to the president along with the confidential letter for

his official response.

We hope to have your report within 3 weeks of the site visit. The

institution has one week to respond to factual errors and two weeks to

respond to the final document. Please note that all transmittals go through

our office; nothing goes directly to the institution.
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South Carolina (Commission on Higher Education)

The Commission on Higher Education began a review of graduate programs in
1973. Programs were selected for review based on a simple test of "low
average degree production" of one doctorate or two masters degrees per
year, on a six year average. As a result of this criteria nearly half of
the existing graduate programs which had been in place prior to 1968 were
thus called into question. All required reports are now in and a staff
analysis is currently being prepared for review by a newly-established
Standing Committee on Academic Program Development.

It is important to note that the criteria were used only to call programs
into question, not to recommend discontinuation on those grounds only. It
is anticipated that a few programs of marginal utility will be voluntarily
eliminated.

North Dakota (State Board of Higher Education)

The Board of Higher Education does not have formal procedures for reviewing
existing programs. They do have a Board Cirriculum Committee comprised of
two of their seven board members. The committee meets intermittently with
representatives of the Board Office and various groups from the state colleges
and universities. More often they meet with the deans. During these dis-
cussions they also review the class sizes in the various subject areas and
seek justification for the continued operation of small classes.

Tennessee (Higher Education Commission)

Tennessee does not have established procedures for the review of existing
programs. They have reviewed programs that had low enrollments and/or
few degree graduates. They have also reviewed programs that had much
higher than average cost per student or per credit hour. The original
method utilized for these reviews was to ask the institutions to indicate
why their programs productivity was low in output or high in cost, or both;
what they planned to do about it and to develop the report based on these
responses which were shared with members of the legislature, the Governor
and the general public. This procedure has resulted in a consolidation of
a number of small programs and the elimination of a few.
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New Jersey (Department of Higher Education)

The Department of Higher Education is now in the process of conducting an
extensive review of 120 existing graduate programs in the six older state
colleges of New Jersey.

The purpose of the review is to secure expert judgment and information
about the programs, so that all of them might achieve a high level of
quality and be sustained with adequate resources.

There are now one hundred and twenty graduate programs in six New Jersey
State Colleges. Almost all are Master's programs, many of them in teacher
education, several in other professional areas, and a few in the traditional
arts and sciences. Although no one can reasonably expect a reversion to
the feverish growth of graduate studies that occurred ten to twenty years
ago, it is possible that the review of State College graduate programs might
suggest selective increases as well as some decreases in program authorizations,
course offerings, and enrollments. But until the review is substantially
completed it will not be clear where the greatest need and the best poten-
tiality for sustained high quality might be.

Evaluation of programs is carried out by consultants who are recognized
scholarly and professional authorities, knowledgeable about education in
their fields, and capable of making constructive suggestions for improving
programs. Consultants are chosen jointly by the Department and the Colleges.
Recommendations of persons to serve as consultants come from professional
and scholarly associations as well as from the Colleges and the Department.
These nominations are then discussed and agreed upon by faculty and by
College and Department officials.

The procedures and the standards of judgment which govern the review are
described in a document entitled "Developing and Strengthening Graduate
Programs in New Jersey State Colleges". It was formulated by an Ad Hoc
Committee of representatives from the State Colleges, chaired by Dr.
Robert Birnbaum, former Vice-Chancellor of the Department. The document
was approved by the Council of State Colleges and the Board of Higher
Education. The, review is being coordinated for the Department through the
Office for State College Programs and is monitored by the Committee on
Graduate Programs of the Council of State Colleges.

Criteria For Selecting Consultants

*1. recognized authorities in their fields

2. knowledgeable about and concerned with education in their fields

3. likely to understand readily the role and problems of state
colleges

4. likely to help faculty and other develop constructive sug-
gestions for improving programs

5. likely to appreciate the merits of differing opinions and
approaches in a field
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*6. not related Lu the institution offering the program for evaluation
and not associated with any educational institution in New Jersey

7. not primarily associated with an institution from which a signifi-
cant percentage of the program's faculty received their professional
training

8. free of any other personal, institutional or ideological obliga-
tion that might be supposed in the normal case to affect impartiality
of judgment

* Items marked with an asterisk are taken verbatim from "Procedures
for Evaluation of State College Graduate Programs", Item 2,
paragraph b. These are criteria of eligibility, and presumably no
exceptions would be made except in the clearest case, with general
consent, when no suitable alternative is available. The other
criteria raise more difficult questions of interpretation, but
might be considered important criteria of desirability.
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DEVELOPING AND STRENGTHENING GRADUATE
PROGRAMS IN NEW JERSEY STATE COLLEGES

During the fast five years, an intensive and sustained

effort has successfully changed the undergraduate mission of

the State Colleges of New Jersey from that of preparing teachers

and other school personnel to that of multi-purpose institutions

with a mixture of programs in the arts and sciences, professional

education, allied health, and the emerging technical fields.

An essential element in the development of these institutions

is the strengthening of existing programs and initiation of new

departures at the masters degree level consistent with the Master

Plan for Higher Education in New Jersey. To assist in this

process, the Board of Higher Education has approved a procedure

for systematic and analytical review of all State College graduate

programs.

After a college has successfully completed the review

process, the Board will permit the college to increase enrollment

in approved programs, will increase faculty-support levels to

those planned for similar programs at the State University, and

will permit the establishment of new graduate programs in those

areas justified by need and supported by adequate resources.

The attached materials indicate the bases for this process.

The evaluation procedures to be followed are indicated in

Procedures for Evaluation of State College Graduate Programs.

Since the procedures rely heavily upon the use of

outside consultants, a protocol for consultants has been prepared

entitled Guidelines for Consultants for State College Graduate

Programs. The general criteria against which
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programs will be evaluated are contained in the document

Standards for the Development and Evaluation of Graduate Programs

in New Jersey Colleges and Universities as supple-

mented by the document The Evaluation of Graduate Programs in

the State Colleges of New Jersey.

The evaluation program itself is administered by the Depart-

ment of Higher Education in cooperation with the State Colleges

and monitored by a standing Committee on Graduate Programs of

the Council of State Colleges. This Committee also serves as a

forum in which more general issues of graduate education arising

out of the evaluation effort can be discussed.

In addition to the materials indicated in the attached

documents, evaluation will also consider analyses prepared by

the colleges for each program containing data related to employ-

ment opportunities and manpower shortages in those fields in

which these are applicable considerations, and the number of

qualified applicants and available spaces for each of the previous

years in which the program has been offered.

The ultimate objective of this review program is the

establishment and continuation of graduate programs of high

quality, responsive to student and public needs, and supported

at an appropriate level which will place New Jersey in a leader-

ship position in the provision of masters level education.



ACADEMIC PROGRAM CONTROL IN THE STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF FLORIDA

In response to the many inquiries about prorednrec foilowed in implementirg
academic program control within the State Unk.tisity Sr,tm of I lorida, Ur. Allan
Tucker, enlncellor for ;cademic Affairs, hdc piepale. ", followin,; 'vrmarV.

Historical Background; Develomfft of the State University System

In 1905, the Florida Legislature established three state-supported institutions
of higher learning, one in G.iinesville for men, anotner in Tallahassee for women,
and a third in 1allaha5see tor the black population. These three institution.
which were placed ander the governance of a siglv lay Board of Control, have since
become the institutions known respectively as the University of Florida, Florida
State University, and rlorida A and M University. Although sever i1 junior colleges
were established between 1905 and 1960, no additional state universities were founded
during this period. However, in the twelve-year span between 1960 and 1972, six new
state universities were opened--an average of one new university every two years.
Along with the three original institutions, the six new universities were placed
under a single governing board. These nine state universities comprise the State
University System of Florida. The single lay board governing all nine was statu-
torily reorganized in 196c to become the present Florida Board of Regents, and con-
sists of nine individuals, each appointed by the Governor for a nine-year term.
The schedule for appointing Regents is such that each year one Regent completes his
or her nine-year term and another is appointed as a replacement.

The responsibilities of the Board of Regents include the determination of the
role and scope of each of the nine institutions, the deve17ment of policies for
governing their activities, the establishment and 21j1cement of degree programs in
the State University System in such a way as to avoid unnecessary duplication, and
the control of supporting educational functions and operations. The Board of
Regents is also charged with the responsibility of preparing an annual State Uni-
versity System budget request for submission to tire Legislature. The Leg.slature
determines the budget which will be approved for the 'Ante University System and
makes a lump sum appropriation to the Board of Regents for this amount. The Board,in turn, allocates budget to each of the nine universities under its jurisdiction.The special issue of MEMO, dated November 1973, describes in general terms, guide-
lines and procedures for generating university allocations.

Currently, there are 28 state-supported junior and community colleges located
throughout the State of Florida, each under the jurisdiction of its own local board
rather than all of them under a single governing agency, such as the Board of
Regents. The activities of the junior colleges are coordinated by a State Board
of Community ,and Junior Colleges. Because of the existence of these junior col-
leges, four of the nine state universities were established as upper division in-
stitutions, i.e., they have no freshman or sophomore classes. They admit onlyjunior college graduates or equivalents into the junior yeir and provide the final
two years of baccalaureate programs, as well as selected master's programs, and inthe case of one university, a doctoral program in education. In 1971 an Articula-tion Agreement between the state universities and the public junior colleges inFlorida was developed, requiring all state universities to admit to their upperdivisions any applicant who had graduated with an Associate of Arts degree from aFlorida public Junior college. Also, the agreement stipulated that academic creditsearned in obtaining the Associate of Arts degree be accepted for transfer.
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The Board of Regents employs a staff headed by a Chancellor, who serves as the
chief executive officer of the State University System. He, together with several
vice chancellors and a staff of approximately 100, including profev.ional

tors, technical and secretarial personnel, manages the State University System on a
day-to-day basis in accordance with policies established by the Board of Regents
and the Legislature. Responsibilities for planning and developntnt in specific
areas, such as academic affairs, fiscal affairs, and construction, are delegated
to appropriate vice chancellors.

The State University System of Florida is analogous to a large multi-campus
institution of higher learning. Each of the nine universities in the System is
headed by a president, who is responsible to the Chancellor and the Board of
Regents. The presidents have their own respective complements of vice presidents,
deans, and campus administrators. In Florida, the nine campuses of the System do
not have a common name, as is the case in other states, such as the University of
California System or the State University of New York System. Each state univer-
sity in the Florida System has its own unique name.

Academic Program Control

In 1969, the Board of Regents published a document entitled, Comprehensive
Development Plan (CODE) of the State University System of Florida, 1969 -1950. The
document describes "in broad design the current operation Uigstate University
System, sets forth in general terms the future goals of the System, and outlines
the policies and procedures to be followed in attaining the stated goals." One
such goal is to provide maximum educational opportunities for the citizens of
Florida, without unnecessary dupin7.171717proliferation of program.. Since this
711es-ifiiiTr5171ed academic program control and coordination, the responsibility
for developing necessary implementation procedures was delegated by the Chancellor
to the Vice Chancellor for Academic Aff4irs. There is no need here to provJde de-
tailed justification as to why academic program control is necessary. Rather, it
is sufficient to recognize that the extent to which academic program control is
exercised is directly correlated with the financial resources available, student
demand, societal needs for individual, with specific competencies and skills, the
job market, and faculty aspirations. The priorities established by a single insti-
tution within the System for the offering of specific programs may not necessarily
coincide with the priorities of the System as a whole. Moreover, the Legislature
takes into consideration the many and diverse needs of the entire state, and within
the framework of available state resources, determines the allocation to be given
to the State University System. Only academic program control on a systemwide
basis can function with such a statewide perspective.

The nine state universities in Florida are general purpose universities and
serve the citizens of the regions in which they are located. Niit71717These
universities have similar general purpose roles which dictate a commonality in pro-
gram offerings, but in addition, each is charged with pecific purposes and roles,
which in turn, imparts a characteristic un:queness. Thus, some universities have
programs in certain disciplines which are not offered ty. the others. As general
purpose institutions serving citizens in their respective regions, each institu-
tion is authorized to offer high Celad, low cost programs at the baccalaureate
level in the arts and sciences, education, and business administration. This is
considered necessary duplication. If a university wishes to offer high cost, low
demand programs at the baccalaureate level in the these broad discipline areas
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mentioned above, or baccalaureate programs in other areas, or any master's or
doctoral level programs in any discipline, authorization mu'.t be obtained from the
Board of Regents., Currently, all of the Ph.D. proarams avaiiat!e in the :torte Uni-
versity System except ,,even are offered by two universities, six are offered at a
third institution, and one doc' -al program at a fourth. Board of Regents approval
is also necessary before a un ersity may offer curricula and confer degrees in
professional programs, such as medicine, law, engineering, architecture, social
work, etc.

In 1969, when CODE was first published, program projections were made on the
assumption that enrollments would continue to increase in future years at the same
rate as in past years. The CODE document contains quantitative and qualitative
criteria which universities are required to meet in order to be eligible to apply
for permission to offer either master's or doctoral level program. These criteria
were based on the assumption that any university able to meet the criteria had at-
tained the critical mass necessary to offer the next highest level degree in the
discipline. For example, to be eligible for the proposing of a master's level pro-
gram in a given discipline, the university must have conferred an average of ten
baccalaureates per year over the previous three years; and for a doctoral program,
an average of five master's degrees or equivalent per year over the previous three
years. In addition, quantitative criteria were developed regarding the number of
faculty with speciric competencies required to teach in the graduate programs beingproposed. Qualitative criteria, always more difficult to develop, were also in-
cluded in the requirements universities must fulfill to he eligible to apply for
authorization to offer any new degree program. These criteria are described in
detail in the CODE document. Of course, a university also needed to justify its
proposed program in terms of societal needs, availability of jobs for graduates ofthe program, etc. However, the biggest hurdle confronting any university when pro-posing a new program was demonstrating the presence of the necessary critical mass
to enable offering the proposed program with minimal added resources.

Since 1969, when these criteria were developed, several unanticipated situa-tions occurred. Although enrollments in the (.0/stem as a whole increased slightly,
enrollments in some universities remained the ,:ame or decreased from the previous
enrollments. Concurrently, the economic conditions of the state and nation changed,resulting in fewer jobs available in industry, state agencies, and educational
institutions for university graduates at all levels. The Legislature began to de-mand accountability for monies expended, effort of faculty and staff, the qualityof university programs, and the employability of university graduates. Correspond-ingly, the resources appropriated to the State University System by the Legislaturewere less than expected. The University System and its member universities wereforced to re-evaluate their entire operations, and in some cases, to modify theirrespective lists of priorities.

in spite of the profound changes described above, many of the younger univer-
sities were still able to meet the critical mass requirements .tated in the 1969
CODE document, which made them eligible to apply for aathori/ation to offer new
graduate degree programs. Since most of the new state universities were opened
within a twelve-year period, all seemed to meet the critical mass criteria at ap-
proximately the same time. Consequently, in 1970 the Board of Regents received re-
quests for authorization from the younger universities to initiate 65 new dOctoral
level programs -a proposed increase by almost 70 percent beyond the number of Ph.D.
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programs available in the State University System at that time. It became evident
that meeting the criteria contained in the CODE document, including the acquiring
of critical mass, could no longer remain the primary jusfilit.Ation for Board of
Regents authorization of new doctoral programs. Since 1169, the following steps
were taken by the Board of Regents to provide additional acadelic program control
in the State University System of Florida.

1. In 1971 the Board of Regents established a five-year moratorium on the
addition 'of new Ph.D. programs. 11h, moratorium will probably be extended upon the
completion of the five-year period, except in the cases of selected disciplines.
The moratorium made it possible to defer decisions regarding the approval of addi-

tional doctoral programs until a thorough review could be conducted concerning
doctoral level education needs in the state as a whole.

2. In 1973 formal procedures were initiated for identifying similar discipline
offerings. WUin the State University System. Universities in Florida across
the nation often have different titles from one another for similar offerings in
the same discipline. For example, the curriculum called Criminal Justice at one
institution is termed Public Safety and Contemporary Society at another. There are
also organizational differences in the manner in which academic offerings are pre-
sented. For example, Mathematics Education is a degree program at one institution,
whereas at another it is a subspecialty or track of a degree program entitled Cur-
riculum and Instruction. Because of these differences in nomenclature and organi-
zational design, it is difficult to identify and compare offerings in the same dis-
cipline from one university to another in terms of cost effectiveness, enrollments
of majors, degree productivity, job availability for graduates, etc.

Procedures have been developed for equating what are essentially similar
programs of study in order to establish a basis for comparison and control. Uni-
versities are requested to assign to each of their degree programs and subspecial-
ties an appropriate code number selected from the list of code numbers in the HEGIS
discipline nomenclature--a nomenclature and coding system designed by the U.S. Office
of Education for the purpose of surveying similar discipline offerings at colleges
and universities in the nation. Universities were also asked to indicate whether
an offering was a degree program or a subspecialty or track in accordance with
specifications provided by the Chancellor's office outlining what appropriately
could be considereda degree program and what appropriately should be considered
a subspecialty or track of a degree program. Although each university is permitted
to retain its own discipline titles for programs or tracks, the State University
System office will consider all discipline offerings in the System in terms of the
common hEGIS discipline nomenclature code numbers and the Chancellor's definitions
of programs and tracks. Thus, by applying the same code number to similar disci-
pline offerings at different state universities, regardless of what the offering
is titled or which college or department within the university administers it; and
by applying common definitions for programs and subspecialties or tracks, regard-
less of whether a given curriculum is considered by one university to be a program
and by another to be a subspecialty or track of a broader based degree program,
the State University System office can conduct comparison studies with more pre-
cision, identify more easily programs which may be duplicative, and if duplication
is justified, can treat similar discipline offerings more equitably for funding and
other purposes.
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3. A policy was adopted whirl requires all universities to request and receive
authorization from the Hoard of Rcgert. to plan new degree programs, or subspec077
ties within ex17Thu au-i177-ii73-dtriree programs, erior to tlie submv,sion of a

formaT75W7517ei planning .flithori:ation has been obtainel, universities
may then submit proposal, tor oN, degree programs no sooner than one, two, or three
yearn for bachelor's, master's, ard doctoral programs, respectively, Exceptions
to this time frame way he granted by the Board of Regents it a university can dem-
onstrate the existence of an urgency which requires that a specific program be
initiated earlier than mold be permitted under the policy guidelines, Special
for.r.s requiring variow, of information must he completed by universitie! re-
questing planning authorisation. .All planning authorization requests must he re-
ceived by the Chancellor'', ottii.o no later than February 1 each year. In 1913,
the Chancellor's office received requests for planning authorization for 52 new
programs.. Of this number, 16 were approved for planning, and 11 were recommended
for planning as tracks within existing authorized degree programs, By February I,
1974, this office received approximately 45 requests from universities for
authorization to plan new degree programs or subspecialties. These are currently
being reviewed by the Chancellor's staff to determine which planning authoriza-
tion requests will be recommended to the Board of Regents for approval,

4. Submission to the Board of Regents of a formal proposal for a new degree
program or a new subspecialty_ or track in an existing de_gree program after plan-
ning authorization has been obtained must follow the procedures and criteria in-
cluded in the 1969 COPE docurent, Proposals may be submitted onTTat specific-7
times and must include justifications, availability of resources, anticipated stu-
dent demand, manpower needs, anticipated costs, and other pertinent information.
Although proposed programs, subspecialties, or tracks, which had received prior
planning authorization may be denied depending on changes in manpower needs, stu-
dent demand, and anticipated resources which occurred in the interim, it is assumed
that prior authorization to plan, normally would insure favorable consideration by
the Board of Regents.

5. An annual analysis of degree productivity is conducted for all degree pro-
rams at all levels. Every year the number of degrees awarded in each program for

the previous three years is reviewed. If the number of degrees awarded during the
three-year period under review falls below an established minimum number, then the
program is placed on probation. For example, over any three-year period under re-
view, each doctoral program must confer 6 degrees, each master's program must confer
9 or 15 degrees, and each bachelor's program must confer IS or 30 degrees. The
lower figure represents the expected productivity if the program is the highest
level degree program authorized for a university in that discipline. The higher
figure represents the expected productivity if the program is not the highest level
degree program authorized for a university in that discipline. If the program re-
mains underproductive for three consecutive evaluations, it is then subject to an
in-depth study, the results of which will determine whether the program should be
terminated, absorbed as a track in a broader based degree program already author-
ized, or whether the underproductive program can justifiably be continued. It
would be impossible to conduct a thorough investigation of every program every
year. The use of degree productivity as a means of identifying programs to be evai
uated rests on the assumption that with the exception of professinanl programs such
as medicine and law, degree productivity is the best single, index which correlates
meaningfully with enrollments of majors in the progrlm, student demand, job market
for graduates, quality of the program, etc. In 1573, 44 graduate programs were
identified as underproductive, 16 were plaLed on probation, and it wa', recommended
that 22 he absorbed as tracks or subspecialties of existing authorized degree pro-
grams. The 1974 analysis includes, a review of baccalaureate as well as, graduate
degree productivity. On the basis of the 1974 analysis, it is antik,ipatA that atotal of 113 degree programs will he placer on probation, Of this number, 9 are
doctoral, 38 are master's, and 66 are baccalaureate degree programs.
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6. Continuing education and off-campus courses and programs have been under
the general ,upervision and control of the 671-rialTor's office since OTT The
State of Florida is dividea into nine geographic regions. and e7077niversity is
assigned responsibility for serving the region in which it is located. A univer-
sity may offer within its region, and without prior approval from the Chancellor's
office, any off-campus credit courses or programs which have been authorized for
on-campus instruction. Upon request, a university may offer credit courses or pro-
grams outside of its assigned region only if the university located in the outside
region does not have the program authorization or the capability to respond to the
request. Requests for universities to offer credit courses or programs outside
of their respective assigned regions must be approved in advance by the Chancellor's
office, There appears to he no need to employ personnel for the purpose ut guard-
ing each university's territorial rights. If a university offers a credit course
or program outside its own region without advance approval from the Chancellor's
office, the university whose territory has been encroached upon usually submits a
complaint very quickly to the University System Vice Chancellor for Academic Af-
fairs.
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Conclusion

The foregoing survey is the first step in the process of further
developing the program review procedures utilized by the Iowa Board
of Regents. In the weeks ahead a more detailed analysis of the
policies and procedures will be conducted. This analysis will hope-
fully lead to a series of recommendations regarding program review.
If feasible, a model process will be developed which will take advantage
of the information gained in this survey and analysis. This eclectic
model will hopefully provide for the comprehensive review of programs
yet provide for a degree of flexibility so as to not unduly inhibit new
and innovative approaches toward learning. Hopefully too, this model
will provide for sufficient input from the various institutional consti-
tuents so as to maximize its legitimacy on campus. This '1,,dcl will then
be recommended to the Iowa State Board of Regents for use iu Iowa.

1) Leonard E. Goodall. "Emerging Political Issues for State Coordinating
Boards" Journal of Higher Education Vol. XLV, No. 3, March, 1974,
pp. 219-228.

2) Robert 0. Berdahl
Washington,.D.C.:

3) Op. cit Berdahl,

. Statewide Coordination of Higher Education
American Council on Education, 1971, p. 136.

p. 158

4) Glenny (et. al.) Coordinating Higher Education in the '70's
Berkley, Calif.; Center for Research and Development in Higher
Education, 1971, p. 41.

5) Education Commission of the States. Coordination and Chaos
Denver, Colorado, December, 1973. Report No. 43, p. 51.

6) Ibid., p. 51.

7) Ibid., p. 51-52.
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NAME OF INsmerroN:
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EXHIBIT 3

Form for Bureau Use to I:o1leci

New York Master's Degree Study

DATE:

DEG. CURRIC. SITDENIS ENROLLED FACULTY PEOFILE
:1atticulalfd Non-matrce Full-Iii e Part-Time
Fir 'P /I' ,F/1 P/T ,f,ct 1:if,I

t
BAch Doct,M1,,t RIch

)1..A.KEE REQU1RE'ft :NIS

i.e., no. of credit
hrs., residence
reqm., lanR.,
:.,say, comp. oxam,

lime limits, ,)thor)

1. Faculty

Page 2
a. Institution's statement of qualifications for graduate

faculty status

1) Policies governing graduate teaching

b.

2) Backgrounds of faculty as reflected in vitae

Educational qualifications of faculty

c.

d.

Faculty experience (years of graduate teaching)

Publications

Page 3

1) Quantity
2) Quality
3) List the more and less active faculties by curricula.

e.

f.

Staffing of curricula, Including balance of specialties

Superior curricula: List curricula ludlrd superior on a
state-wide basis, using educetifmal qualifications of
faculty, faculty experience, quantity and quality of pub-lications, and staffing as the criteria.

Page 4

g. Faculty Working Condition:;, including salary scale; al-lowances in faculty workloads for tbrsis threcLion, ad-
visement, and research, sabbatical and othei leaves;
research funds available; and policy on thstribution

Page 5

of research funds.
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Col('w York)

2. Acittli t
,,tf( (,

.1. ACI1111 III :'t .11 V( ' ov C..1111.; )t 1 0,1 (r)/ r i it

h. Fot-:, .t11

1 t ; "1 t it I (-11, 4 '

C. How :Ire t ;-,1:11 \,7.11 I( ; )wit pr ULcirr d

3. St Ltdcot...1

LS. ton t)011(' V, 1.11 '11.1(..i 1 fl "...t ut. 1
f i 1. t.'3 ou I 11 1.. ; ot., 1 .

t>t 1-t ;-11"

. n,; qi irui,J -t

:1. 1'1 ) c `1, 111(1
4,-1.1 (-01-1Si .it,r f; t ti !.. 4 'I d

4., r non-1,0 It .11 L.111, r I .

c. Jt.wient kc,:or 60 ((, urpI 11K. P It

500 ci rodu,lt(,. 6t1(11,:nt!; clnd It t

or Idu,tte ,tudr lit .3) .

t .0 ,;fl t. wi t

v..: I ( IL 5of)

t .((-

d. Admissions prof i lc of entering c w", in tct.k; Puoo 9
undergraduate record and achievement LE

e. Overall Quality of Students : be 1 ow avcradc , veragf-,
above average, or superior, based on 1rv. rUr ir.iu:it.r; 11, rurd
and tests.

1. Grade distribution for past 2 y. t Parte, 1 0

q. Attrition, i nc 1 uding percent wh,. go r( f-t,T4)I t( de-gree,
and principal ca i&.-

. t :1'41.

b. Admissions and edu-ational I tit') u.; rI toy
tions of the ,ucce-,s of th, ; .1 ,n . pm ; v or the
quality ot. odrc,tt :on.

i.. Academic adviserlent of Matr icu 1 It-r(j ane; Nor, r 1 (Al late(J, Page 1 1Students, includi ng policy ind ur 3 cf cue; .

j Students Opinion. 3i Tied by (lt. re Page 1 2

1) Reasons for choice of i ns t itu nn
2) Student partici pat ion 1 n po 1 1 C y -T!kik; ng for i r.tt it-'i

tion and/or c irricul um
3) Student asse,)sment of adequacy of a dvi sort ent
4) Student assessment of adequa:y ci i brary
5) Student evaluation of programs, Inc 1 ua! nq ttrtnqthu

and weaknesses cited

d



(New Yorl.)

K. and I.oan
lunds uv.11 ' ant t tI tit.k1nt 'i.Inttnit +, n 'it,q 71),

n.k.", Oki 11k1 1111.':I.k t . )1 I t'kikli I 11(1 tr .1 ;I Int :kh I 111(1 t

WO ICI )13:*; .11),1 "11 k 1 )1 i t It Ill MI t t Olt ',.

4. hi_hr.ary

At:cc/11.)LT of till I i braiy iin t t i l or 1, ,:t

facilities, and bud(ct.

J. Forllities

Adequacy of 1,1.;:,i-t)1.,Pt:ii :ittid1C+F , I ibirator etc. 1

thc

b. IU Page: 16

['Jur 14

Page 11.,

a Lducat (Ina ai.da :-Ind pi ann ; -io of 1-1)r-1'1k:1i i .

doctoral inst t Master , roe t

,it ion prii.

b. Extent to which rrsearch rs u significan chment in
Master's curricula.

c. Provision for testing of essential scholarly too 1:,.

d. Curriculum policies, including availability oI under-
graduate courses for graduate credit, enrollment of
undergraduates in graduate courses, dibtinction be-
tween undergraduate and graduate work, distinction
between professional and academic graduate curricula,
remediation of deficiencies.

e. Innovative elements in gradwitc: progioms.

""N

Page 17

7. Evaluation of Master's Es.iays ::amplco Page 18

8. Fol low -up Studies of C;rauuat_e s , infludieu numhcr actively
employed in profession, number f,ritollf,d in doctorll pro-
grams, contributions made to ol cndeavi, i l avail-
able.

9. SUMMARY

a. Substandard and superior ptograihs, based on educational
qualifications of faculti, idequcy of ;t7afiing, quantity
and quality of faculty publicati:ms, rk:prirtur:i from
Commissioner's Regulation:,, und those elements reviewed
above under "Curriculum".

b. General impressions, including clarity of educational
goals: adequacy of curricula; training, experience, and
productivity of faculty; quality of students, academic
counseling, library, other facilities: quality of graduates.
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